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THE PROBLEM S

1Y
et . g

Sevexal years ago, the Principal Investigator (P.I.)
served as~a\teacher in a school in Nicaragua. ,The school, >
as required By law, was organized according to'the French
education. model. Thus, instruction*was highly oriented to-
ward the development of acgdemic skills. High per formance
was required. Those who could not megt the standarts’=either
dropped- out or flunked out. The few who made it into and ,
through the bachillerato program were the intellectual cream
of the country : .

Slnge many of- these bachilleres would be-goin% to col-

lege in the United States, e P, I, became interested in .
determining their academic status vis a vis high school grad-
uates in the Upnited States.  Permission'was obtained to give
them the Spanish ver&ion of the Diffeérential Aptitude Test -
(DAT) battery The expectation was that,}based on their per-
" formance in school, they would obtain scoftes in'the upper ’
ranges of the U.S. norm distributdon. This expectation was
not fulfilled. Ih fact the students did quite poorly. This
unexpected result led the P.I. to conduct a discussion with .
the students. One thing that seems -to have bothered them :
was the format of the test. It was different than ahything
" they had experienced in their educational careers. As a con-

- sequence, they had never developed the test taking skills
relevant specifically to taklng objectlve norm~referenced
" tests llke the DAT. -

Since returning to the United States, the P.I. has
served as the evaluator of a number of ESEA Title VII Span- _ .
lsh/Engllsh bilingual programs. The majority of Latin Ameri-
can immigrant student$s in the programs.evaluated seem to
suffer from the same lnexperlence in -taking tests like the -
Comprehensive Teds of Basic Skills (CTBS).° If this is true,
then in all probability, the. test scores they obtain under-
estimate thelr true levels of perfdrmance. s ,
! - ,
° There may be other probleFm ln usxng tests like the CTBS
.to measure the educational achlevement of Ianguage minority
students. One of these. is the language of the test. Prior
to the introduction:' of the CTBS(Espanol, many of these stu-
.dents were examined using the CTBS, Form S (CTBS/S). The .
absence of a match between e lahquage of the test and the
language of the examinee as well as the absence of a match
- ‘'Hetween the oral/aural "language tasks addressed,in English
“as. a. Second Lariguage (ESL), programs and the language tasks
. addressed in thes; CTBS/S motivated recommendations of caution
S 1 2 client school districts regarding the use of the' test with
,:'t”language minority studths and, when used,. the interpretation-,
<'s": 6f scores. It was felt that such scores systematically under-
'estimated both student gonceptual skll%s and.program benefits.

-
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Given these feelings of discomfort with the CTBS/S, the
introduction 'of the CTBS Espanol was welcomed. This version,
which was, largely- a translation of the CTBS/S (some tnigque
Spanish language matérial was introduced for linguistid and

- . &  cultural reasons), began to be used by some districts Wlth
- some Spanish dominant students. The results of this shift .
were prédlctable. These students, depending on their levels
- of primary language literacy, regularly obtained higher scores
N on the reading, language and mathematics concepts and applica-
tions subtests than they had previously obtained on the paral- .
lel English lanquage version. The CTBS Espanol offered a :
means for estimating student cohceptual skills as well as the
benefits of instruction in Spanish reading .and language arts: .

/ T Questions still remained. Many practitioners questloned
the validity of a Spanish-language test that was frerely a
translation of an English<language test. To wha degree would
such-a. test reflect non-Spanish modes of expression?. To what
degree would it be culturallv biased? Further, what inferences -,
could be made based on item scores? If a student failed an . .
<) item, could this.be attributed merely to an absence of- lit-- w
: eracy or was there, beyond & possible absence of literacy,
a ‘lack of knowledge of - the: concepts represented by the words?-

T . Out of these observations and-questions, the problem
- | addressed by this study was formulated The major dssump- ~
tion underlying the study-is that the' factorial conposition
of tests like the CTBS/S is different for -students with
« . limited English proficiency (LEP) than for students with full
) égllsh proficiency (FEP). This factorlal complex1ty intro-=
" duces systematic error into estimates of LEP students’ ability’
. because .th& score is not a pure measpre of the ability. The
. sources bf this factorial complexity may- be many. This study .
’ focuses oOn three: unfamiliarity with the test format, lit= ¥
°  eracy, and the language, of the test. . ’ ~
The study,then, was designed to directly assess test
familiarity, language of the test, and literacy 'and to exam-
ine whether certain alterations in the testing procedure R
might allow for better estimation of students' ability and
o program benefits. . :

»
. & [

-

DESIGN OF THE STUDY -
. : & : . : -
. A three-factor factorial design ‘was used. The factors-*:
o were - (l) language of the test {(Spanish, Enylish), (Zé-admln-
o . istration*conditions (standard, -oral) and (3) test familiar-< .o
’ ity (trained,. untrained). By crosslng these factors, eight- ‘ .
treatment groups .were obtained as follows: T .

. . LA

. ; i 1. sSpanish version of the test, stan- . '
. L. dard: administration, testwiseness Ay
Q- s . . traLnlng.’ T L o
. ’ . , . ’ o %}ﬂ 6 ) -
] ‘ Lo ‘ ) - ) e .
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2. SpanisHh version of the test; stan- .
dard administratidn, no testw;seness ' -
_ training. ) . .

3. Spanish version of the test, oral
. ) : administration, testwiseness traln- .
’ lng L] EX] ) *

4. Spanish version- of the test, oral
administration, no-testwiseness_
training.

5. English version of the test, stan-
- dard administration, testwiseness

. ' _ _ training. ¢ :
6. English vers;on of the test, stane
dard admlnlstratlon, no testwiseness a

training.

. 7. English version of the. test, oral
) administration;, testwiseness traln-,
- 5 lng ]

8. English version . of the test, ora
administration, no testw15eness
tralnlng.
. "y
Students who part1c1pated in the study came from grades
four, six, and eight. All had Spanish as their primary lan-
guage and were.limited English proficient. In order to con-
trol for.factors that might: bias the result, they were as+
.signed to conditions on a modlfled matching basis in which
‘ controls were instituted for country of birth, amount of prior
.. educatlon, socio=-economic status, length- of, residence in the .
U.S., grade level, and enter&anievels of Engllsh and Spanish -
language proficiency.

Instruments used were the CTBS, Form S and the CTBS
./ Espanol, Level 1 (with fourth grade participants) and Level
’ . . 3,(with sixth and eighth grade participants). The latter -
was a translation of the-former completed by staff in the ]
Norwalk-La Mirada (CA) Unified School District. In some ° .
! instances; material that was considered dinappropriate for
translation was replaced by more culturally and/or linguis=-
tlcally appropriate material.” o . . .
The testwiseness tralnlng that was/admlnlstered to half
s ' the groups was.developed -as a part of this study. Its char-

acterlstlcs ,are descrlbed later” in this report. &

” s

- The oral administration procedure was' also developed as
. . ", @& part of this study. Its characterlstlcs are also described
Iater in this report. . . ) ‘ .

LY




S . A PROCEDURES . .

Lingquistic Aﬁal%sis of the CTBS ) .

¢

It is frequently claimed that norm-referenced tests used
for measuring ‘the aptitude and achievement of students in the.
United States are culturally biased.. The claim is accepted
.as true by a large number of educators and, in response to' =~ 4
the claim, a variety of attempts have been made to create
culture-free or.culture-fair tests. Indeed, any manufac-
turer who produces and markets a test for broad use must .
demonstrate that some effort to rid the instrument of cul- .
- ture blas has been made. ‘

. Such, is the case with the manufacturer of the CTBS.
They define bias as the systematic production of upfair
scores for a particular group. In the technical manual, the
manufacturer carefully describes the item tryout and evalua- :

- tion procedure with samples of Black, Spanish-speaking, > -
"other," and "standard" students. 'In the judgment of the
¥r1ters, reasonable care was takerd”to eliminate bias as de-
. ined . . ) ”

Nevertheless, for all the care that may be taken, it is
impossible- to remove all bias from a test. This follows from
the fact that item writer(s) write from within the framework
of their own culture(s). They can do no other. There is no :
-such thing as a culture-free person or a culture-free position.  ,
This being true, any test will be unbiased for some popula- )
tions and biased for others. We cannot remove bias from a
) - given test for~-all prospective populations of examinees. We
S can only replace one bias witlf' some other bias. Given, there-
fore, that Jbias will 1nev1tab111ty be present, our task is to
try to reduce its effects for those sub-populatlons,that are
negatively affected. 'Our f£irst step in this direction was & ’ '
comparatlve socjo-linguistic analysis. of the Engllsh and Span- )
ish versions of the CTBS.

a

RN

Design.of the Linguistic Anmalysis

Two -analyses were designed,, a soc1o-11ngu1st1c analysis
and a psychometric analysls. The soc1o-11ngu1st1c analysis
‘‘was designed to facilitate a direct comparison'of the English
! and Spanish versions as well as to inform the interpretation -
of our item- analy51s., Accordingly, parallel English and ‘
Spanlsh versions of items-from the Readlng Vocabulary, Read-
.ing ComprehenSxpn,_Mathematlcs Computatlon, and Mathematics
Concepts and. Applications subtests were pasted -on the face
of 5X8 index cards. ~On the back of each of these cards was
.- »pasted the analytlc outline presented. in EXhlblt 1.

“ Pl p-
-4'.. i . . .; . " i 6 ¥ . ot '3
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EXHIBIT 1

.

OUTLINE FOR CONDUCTING THE
> " SOCIO-LINGUISTIC ITEM ANALYSIS ‘ N

: ’
. .

Phonological interferences:

Spanish ' .

English

»

. Lexicon: interferences, translations, high and low frequency items:
& -

Spanish

English , L

£
Grammatical structures:

@ 1 B - «

Spanish

English

Visual cues/stimuli used with test items:
. . .
X ’ Dy

Spanish

3 English ?

Socio-linguistic variables: ' 1

Hispanic/Spanish aominant other
than Mexican American

Hispanic/Mexican American

English dominant )
.~ "Anglo ' N <. . : - -
- N v Vs 5 |
. Hispanic other than . \ . ' ,
Mexican American .

|
. 1
Mexican American ’ . ) .
:

Additional Comments: o s
lad ) ’ .
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. The psychometric ‘analysis was de51gned to focus on tem
dlfflculty, item dlscrlmlnatlon, and item response frequencles.

N\
Conduct of the Llngulstlc Analy51s

The item cards described above were: g&venuto ‘a Spanlsh/
English. bll;ngual l;nqulst .He conducted an analysis of each
Spanish/English -4tem pair for Levels B, C, 1,2, and 3 of’
the €TBS. His comments were uséd as a basis for 1nterpret1hg
the’ results obtained in the item analysis.-

The psychometric analy51s focused primarily. on the “indi-
vidual items. Item difficulty was computed as percent' of
correct-response. This was the form of the index used by
- the manufacturer and permitted a direct comparison of the -
difficulty indices obtained from the manufacturer's standardi-
zation sample with those obtained from the language minority
sample of this study.

" Item discrimination was computed in terms .of point bl-
serial correlations between each item and the rest of the -~
items in the subtest with that item removed. PR

r .- <
- - t

1
Overall test,rellablllty was computed in terms of Cron-
bach's alpha. <

’
/

o

Development of the Testwiseness Materials

’

Rationale

Among the factors that are assumed to comtribute to sys-
tematic negative error. in the test scores of language minority
students is a lack of testwiseness, that is, the lack of spe-
cific skills that could dssist a student to receive a higher
score than he might otherwise have received. The lack of ,

* these skills reflects a lack of experience with.nbrm-referenced

tests in the home country.

In order ‘to provide the language minority -student w1th
those skills that he/she would have developed had he/she
been born and raised in this éountry, a testwiseness train-

ing system was developed and'used in this study.

-

Design and Development

The construct of .testwiseness has a relatively short
history in educational research. Both educational measure-

ment specialists and test constructors have testified to its
o .

- 00 18
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existence. It has been described,both as having a possible
influence on reliability (Thorndike, 1951) and as a component
of response variance in objective test questions (Ebel and
Damrin, 1960). The literature reflected considerfable con-

. fusion over the pretise components and functioning of test-~
wiseness. No.empirical research to clarify the situation
was reported Prior to 1964.

The clasgic theoretical work was performed by Millman,
_Bishop, and Ebel (1965). They presented a comprehensive
taxonomy of testwiseness that. was intended. to .setve as a
framework for future empirical study. They defined test-
wiseness as "a subject's capacity to utilize the oharacter-
istics and formats of the test and/or’ test-taking situation
to receive a hlgh scofe " Subsequent to this work, a large .
-amount of empirical research appeared in the professional
literature. Within the last de;ide, testwiseness has been
investigated in terms of its comiponents (Nilsson and Wedman,
1974), correlates (Diamond and Evans, 1972), and application
JFord, 1973). A compréhensive review of investigations of -
testwiseness has redently been conducted by Sarnacki (1979).
As a result of these and other analyses, testwiseness is now
Widely récognized as a sourde of additional error variance
in test scores and.as a possible depressor of test validity.

testwiseness was to conduct an analysis of .the specificftest-
wiseness skills required by LEP students’in taking a §
dardized achievement test, in this &ase, the CTBS. ggis
analysis involved three tasks: a review and identification
of.relevant testwiseness skills contained in the taxonomy of
testwiseness skills prepared by Millman et al. (1965), a.task
analysis of the skills required in the.sub-tests of. the CTBS,
and discussion with experts in educational measurement and
v bilingual education about the problems faced by students
generaXly in taking standardized achievement tests, and those
faced 'by LEP students, in particular. ‘
ﬁ
Based on %he above analysis, a conceptual framework for
teStwiseness training of LEP students was developed (see '
Table 1).. BaSically, three categories of skills were /iden-
tified as most important given the nature and purpose of the
. study: familiarity with standardized tests, following direc-
tions; and strategies for .test~taking." . ~
Our second step was to examine “previously developed
materials designed to teach testwiseness skills to determine
whether tkey would be appropriate for use in this study.
These matérials were located -through reports of studies pub-
lished in professional journals, doctoral dissertations, and
contacts with school districts across the nation reputed. to

be training students in testwiseness skills.
;

Our first step in° the development of materials totEeach

n—

o

Our objectiwve in reviewing.these materials, was to de-
termine whether, they addressed the skills contained in our

- >

- . x
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TABLE 1
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK .FOR TESTWISENESS TRAINING

OF LEP STUDENTS .
) |
e"-.b

. \
Familiarity with Standardized Tests

Features of standardized tests -
Feelings when-taking*tests . '

Marklng the answer sheet or test booklet quickly -
_and properly’ P

F )

Following;Dlrectlons

Reading every word

Understanding -types of questions and ansyers
required for each sub-test * -

e

+ Reading vocabulary ' e )

. Reading Comprehens;on

‘. Mathematics Computat:.on CTBS. .
Mathematics Concepts & Espanol A
Applications - ’ .
Spelling . ° . \ English
Langbage Mechanics
Landuage Expression .
Referencé Skills , o/

[}

- Test~Taking Strétegies

~ .

Strategles for answerlng ®ach txpe of question
in ‘each subtest < Tt

Guessing .

Marking humbers of question& for recénsiderati\r

Using scratch, paper. . a

Checking answers
g LSS
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- _conceptual framework, whether they were approprlate for LEP

. students at_the grade -levels identified for the study’ (4th,
6th, 8th grade), and whether they were usable’ within the
amount of 1nstruct;onal tlme available for the study' (5 one-
hour seéessians). A summary of the:key characteristics of all
materials located is presented in Table 2. .As can be 'seen
from the table, the majority of materigls addressed more
sophisticated and complex skills and were directed \to older
English speaking students,’ Based, on this review, it was’ )
decided that no existing materials were approprlate for use
in this study. s J) \ \ '

Thus, we began_.the process of developing testw1seness
niaterials for thé ‘study. A prellmlnary set. of materials was
developed contalnlng instructional strategles and exercises
keyed to the CTBS that .were- appropriate for LEP studentg at
grades four, six, and elght. The materials presented iN-
struction on the gkills identified in Table 1 in a logical
. sequence with activities that were deslgned to motivate and
¢ ) - 1nform students.

s ! ~ The mater;als were divided into five sessions. The or- -
*  ganizational format for .-each-session was.as follows: set of °
lessons, objectlves, general ideas, activities, practlce

¢

‘< exercise, correct answers, and final assessment. The prelim-
, " inary materials were developed first in. Engllsh and then

translated into Spanish. . . 2

) " Tryout- - -
Y . ‘ 0 9

Upon completion of development of the materla;>f the
student materials were translated into Spanish and were pro-
duced in small -quantities. A tryout was then scheduled with
fourth, sixth, and eighth grade nmonolingual Spanish speakers.
The students came)from three different schools, one grade
level per school. Care was, taken to make sure that they
would exhibit the same characterlstlcs as those exhibited by.
the experimental sampleé. Class sizes ranged from eight to

. 12 students. Four one-hour tralnlng sessions ‘were scheduled
S each 'site on four. successive days. The classes were

’ taught by a Spanish/English bilingual instructor and were.
observed by the iter of the materlals, a person who has
good aural 'Spanish comprehension and is Spanish literate.
The same material& and procedures were used with all three
groups.’ The only changes were in,the demeanor of the in-

_ structor who tried in each case to talk with the students at
their own level. Follow1ng each one—hour session, the in-
.structor and observer .critiqued the session. The foc of
these critique sessions was to generaté a set’of specif ca-
tlons for rev1slons.of~the materials:. -~

.
- ‘0&-
. .
. . o
. .
PR .
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TABLE 2 v
L . X PREVIOUS ES’I'UDIES USING \.'I‘ES'I‘WISENjS IHS;I;RU&TION , ' ‘ .
PN - . «" N N . - !
~ ‘o , . . . © Grade . Instfuctional
 Study * . skill(s) . ) Level . Format -~ ! Tine .
& o ) - I N :
o ? ¢ ’ . . . o
Moore et al,, Guessing : 8th Progranmed Text ~ 70-90 minutes
(¥966) S : ‘ o
’ Pacing of responses N . . oL . .
. . » .
La;uger, et al, Using cues N college - 1) script j(prose) . 15 minutes
(1973) . « . 2) programmed . 30 minutes
' R ) ° ' text .
Wahlstrom & All skills in Millman taxonomy. TN * Outline of M 100 minutes
Boersma - s - +  principles
.(1?68) o . > . Elaboration of - -
. . o . " . _ . . selected prin—
< o> . - ° ciples
6, : Teacherwiseness
’ . with individual ‘
A - ' ‘study ’ -
v ' ) * . . . o ¢
‘Jakland N l-‘ami.liarisc. students with fortxﬁt preschool 30 pages of prac- 2X a week for 6
(1972) . - (items with options, work- ’ tice materials .weeks
‘ " > 1ing in rows and columns) : : ’
. > each common concepts (right, - i R )
. . left, same, different) N R i :
. . . -Pay attention to all options - " IB (errbr . .
s Practice marking avoidance) ’
\ Motivation-encourage to ask ) !
- questions - . . !
Use a marker . - . .
. . . Increase attention span J
‘e - &'\- R - ~ ¢ *
l' : . * ‘ ) .
a ! ! k]
& N R N x N *
- ,
. Cue usgg ) 14 -
: * : .o . P
\‘1 ( ‘r - : s - ’
EMC- ! L , 4 .-.’ ’ N L e ’ ‘. .
e & ‘ T ' .

. . . .8 gy VT ¢ 4
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(1970) :
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. Callenbach
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* Woodley
(1975)

-

15

v

“time using

*skill (s)s -
Skill (s)

.

stem options

absurd options

similar optidns
specific determiners

éqéésing‘ . ¥
following directions
. .

response marking
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(1980)

Johngma &
Warshauer
«{1975)

Ferrell
*(1977)

Ford & Weeggﬁ

-

" " Guessing

v Skill (s)

*

- Test mechanics deductive -

reasoning

Cue using

Motivation

.

-

Following, directions,
understanding what
is read )

-

~

Using answer sheets

Using time

Test-taking conduct

Deductive reasoning

.
.

- Cue-using _;

v

s
TABLE 2 (Cont.)

Grade
Level

College

5

> S5th/inner.
city &
suburban
S

s,

high school/
college

* Form 2 - a test

&
] ’ ]
. ) Instructional -
Format Time
Lecture. 3 sessions
Supervised study ~ . 7 ., ' s
(3 booklets) ~
Teacher-led group ; 1 hour !
discussion with . '
written activi- s 3 "
ties ; . <

-

1 hour, 15 minutes

= . (1-2 sessions)
3
M o4 + f
@ :

+ 1 class périodi
as starting | (1 hour) i
point for . '

group dis-~ .

cussion




- .o Revision'
2 4 ' ’

The only revisions that were needed involved a rese- .
quencing of some of the content and activities. The revi- .
sions wére completed. The testwiseness materials presented 4
with this report are the revised-version,

L4
¥

Development of the Oral Administration Procedures -

Rationale . ' -

¢

Most Qungpeople in Latin America do not have a chance
at formal @ducation. ' Nevertheless, since life in the home
and communlty can be presumed to have educational value, we
. must assume a .great store of practical knowledge. _Unfor-
tunatelyy due to a lack of literacy, these students can only
reveal ,this store through the use of oral_language, .

1f the purpose of testlng is to find out what a student
‘knows and if what a student knows cannot be determined using: -

. a written:test, then it only makes sense to adjust the test- -
ing mode im order to accomplish.the stated purpose. The ob-
jection may be raised that changing the mode of testing makes
the results obtained non-comparable. This is certainly true
in some, perhaps all, cases. An oral version of a reading
comprehension test, for example, cannot be considered a test
of reading comprehension. However, it may still be possib

to learn something of value about a student's language and
conceptual skills by presenting such a test in .this way.

And when it comes to certain other subjects (mathematics
Computation for example), what one learns with a test der
ljvered orally may be very similar tQ what one learns "from

a printed. test. .
These considerations lead ane to speculate-about what .

‘might be learned with regard to the state,of a student’s,
knowledge from an oral administration of the CTBS.. Consider
‘that the form of the readlnquocabulary items is as follows:

v v

large house

(1) big * .
4 ( 2 ) long A )
“. (3) new, .
(4) ready ‘ R

In this item form, the student is expected to choose the word
that means’ the same or nearly the same -as the underlined word.
In the printed version of the .test, the student must be able

.
d
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to decode the words, assess their meanlngs, and make an appro-
- priate selection. .In the oral version of the test, only the
2 stimulus situation changes. The student must still determlne
-, ‘meanings and make an appropriate selection. “From such a’task,
- one can learn whether the meanipgs of the test words are
’ known% "The only thing one cannot @etermine is.,whether, or the
oo degregd to Wthh, the written form of 'the words is known.

-
- ~

. A similar argument can be made with respect to the read-
ing tmpréhension subtest. Consider that the items present
- a short reading selection followed Wy four-choice multiple-
choi items. These items test for such things as determini-
nat1§h of word meanlngs from context, attention-to detail;
sequehce of events, mair idea, etc. In the print version of
the test, the student must first decode the reading selection
and the items, then make the appropriate response. 1In the.
roral version of the test, only the decoding part of "the task
is eliminated. The student must still deal with all "the se-
mantic requirements of the items. A similar argument can be.
made for the mathematics ,concepts and applications subtests,

’ "" Full recognition is given in this study to the fact that
the oral approach almost certainly changes the measurement
properties of the test.. An assessment of these changes is
included in the plan for data analysis. - - .o

¢

.~ The rationale, then, for designing and developing an
.oral administration procedure rests on the assumption that
students with limited literacy skills (whether English or
primary language) still have considerable knowledge which,
because of the requirements of the print test, must remain

,unknown to us if we limit ourselves to the use of print.

Oniy as we adjust our testing procedures to match the student's
language capablllty can we unlock the door to hls/her store of
knowledge.
Design and Developfient
In developing the oral administration procedures, the
intent was to leavethe form of the test unchanged wherever

» p0551ble. Under .standard administration procedures, the

examiner reads the, dlrectlons. By sllghtly modifying the’

(. directions as glven in the Examiner's Manual, it whs felt.
that'the task of reading. the q;rectlons could best be left

“with the examiner. The only changé would be to ignore the
instruction "Do not read the item aloud" wHerever it oc-

.curred. This seemed thg most appropriate since the instruc-
tion always appeared with sajpple items and it was thought

preferable-to present the sample items in a fashion identi-

cald to the presentation of the items, that is orally. For
this reason, the instructions were not rgcorded on tape., -

\d
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THe items for the reading.vocabulary, the reading com-
prehension, and the mathematics concepts and applications
subtests were recorded on tape. The mathematics computation *
subtest was not recorded 5ince it does not involve written °*
language. This study did not deal with the spelling, "lan-
guage mechanics, language expre551on, reference skills,
science, and social studies’ subtests since these subtests
are not included in the CTBS Espanol

.,

-

“An preparlng the recordlngs of the readlng ‘vocabulary,
reading comprehension, and mathematics concepts”and applica-
tions subtests, it was felt that pacing and understandablllty
would be the most critical-factors.: With regard to pacing, .
it was decided to record each subtést such that 1t would fit
within the time limits spec1f1ed for- the print version.

Thus, the run time for the reading vocabulaxy subtest had to
be less than 15 minutes for Lével 1 and 12 minutes for.Level -
3, ..the readlng comprehension subtest less than 35 for both
Levels 1 and 3, the mathematlcs concepts and applications

'

subtest less than 35 mlnutes for both Levels l'and 3. =~

'

The actual run tlme would of course be affegted “by the
pade of reading, the number of item repetitions, _and the
amount of silence between items. It was decided to read thge ~, -
items at'a pace slightly slower than normal.conversation. %,
The other dec151ons varied amoﬁ& the test as follows., .
X . _3 . N 3o
‘ ‘l. " On the reading yocabulary subtest, A
item stems were read .once and re- 1j“*%1‘ -
- 'sponsé choices twice.. Three .seconds “%* .~
‘ of silence separate the readlng of - .
each item. The total run time on .
the Spanish version, Level 1’ is ..~ - ‘ ’ 1
3.12:50, leaving 2:10 for, those stu- : .
-dents with reading Sklll to go back ° . y
- over omitted or other items. The % = i
- ‘ total run time on the English ver- )
sion, Level 1, is 12:08,“leaving
. " 2:52. The total run t1me on the
9Panish versiomy.Jevel 3, is 1l: 5ﬁh . Y
leaving 0:16. Thé total run. tlme on T
the Engllsh version, Level 3. is . .
-11:30, ' leaving 0:30. . “ ’ '

¥
32, On the reading comprehension Eubtest, -
o the "reading”‘'selections are read.
c aloud once. TItem stems are read .once
and response choices tw1ce. Three
seconds of-silence separdte the read-
ing of each item. ' The total run ‘time . -

23:10, leaving 11:50 for.those s .
o ." dents'with some reading skills to go A
- back over omitted or other items. . .
v : The total run time. on. the English ~ : .
ver51on, Level 1 is 22% 45, leavlng .

on the Spanish version, Level 1l'is - %ﬁﬁ'
E= -
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cL i 12:15.  The tdtal run timé on the . ot
. » . Spanish version, Level 3 is®26:00, - . ‘e
’ leaving 9:00, The tosal zun time on
a the English. verSLonb Level 3 1s 24: ll, .
leaving. 9: 49, - >

3. On the mathematics concepts and .ap=
_plications subtests, each item is
. . . read once. Respoﬁseooptlons are -
. A read only ‘where they uire ‘the
o @ : readlng of words. Twenty-three ‘se=~
N - cond®¥’of silence separate the, read-
) - ing of each item. The total run time . .
on the .Spanish, version, Lével l. is. < . . e
. 24:30, leaving 1Q:30 to go back over
: omltted or. other itéms. The total
- ‘e Vs run’ time on the English version, PR
: © Level-1 is 24:00., The total run'time ' -
on the Spanish version, Level 3. is . . ‘. :
- 24:15, leaving 10:45. The total run oo
. . time on the Enqllsh version, Level 3 | -
N . .t S . ! . * ¢
S p R | 24 00, leav1ng ll 00 o .
On .all the recordings; “the: beglnnlng of each subtest is.
p ’ 1dent1f1ed with a tag glVlng the subtestggumber and title.
Additionally, each 'item is tagged by its ‘number in .the tést
+ book, thus assisting the student to. kggp track of the ltem
he/she is currently worklng on. - .

with respect &6 the voices used.on the reoZZhlngs, the
. Spanish version was recorded by a’'male college professor’ of
- Spanlsh whose primary-~largidge is Spanish. The English ver-
sion was recordediby a femal profe551onal narrator whose
prlmary language is Engllsh R
P s
.- . The technlcal dlreotlon.and edltlng was performed by a - -
‘professional-musician"with years of studio experlence both - )
as a performer and as a dlrector/producer. .
The recording was done in ‘a professronal recording stu-
-dio on Ampex equlpment. ‘ I ) . .

N . " ~
o o, . - L.
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Tryout and Reyisign - j\ el

~ . -

7

An informal tryout was cofdugted in order to determlne :
whether or not the recordlngs néeded to-bé revised. Of.spe- -
.¢ial concern was the effect of the-paC1ng, especially the :
length of the silences between items.. None of ‘the evidence
indicated that changes were' needed'though it became clear,
both in the tryout settlng and in the experlmentai setting
that -the time allowed is too long for some’and too Short for
others. The fixed pacing is at once- the oral administration's
greatest- adyantage and, its greatest dlsadvantage. The advan- :
tage lies in the pressurellt places ‘on- the examinee to respond Lo
' s » ' . - 'y
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to every item. The disadvantage lies in the degree to which
it slows some stufent~ down c using them to wait. and become
bored, and speeds others beyond their normal pace, perhaps to

* their disadvantage. During tryout -and testing, no examinee
wanted to use the available time at the end of each subtest
to answer omitted items. -As a consequence, the total testing
time was reduced beneath the time limits’ recommended by the.
test manufacturer, ' "

LS

6 . PR
Selection of the Sample

P;oblems Encountered , .

-0 ' The proposal on which ‘this study is based was first sub-
' - mitted more than three years ago. It,was rejected the first
year but along with the rejection came some suggestions for
* modification and an invitation to submit the modified pro-
+ ..posal. The modificationg were made and the invitation s
" acceptéd. The time lapse bétween the original submission and
funding of the re-submission was approximately two years. An-
~ other six months passed as the start-up work was completed. It
was now time to begin' preliminary work with the cooperating
school ‘districts. It was at this time that two of the three
original districts decided that they could not participate.
one of them had decided just that year to discontinue use of
\, ‘the CTBS, a key instrument in this study, and to begin using
the California-Achievement Test (CAT). - We now faced the
problem of seeking at a late hour additional districts that
would cooperate with us., Such districts were found, but
at the expense of a reduction in ‘the sample size ori-~
gi#fally planned. Later, because of internal communication
roblems, one of thegjunior'high principals whose school was
scheduled to supply 30 eighth grade subjects, ggglined;to

-

>

1 .~ participate. '

Selectdon -of Participating Districts -

As noted.above, one of the three original districts kon-
tinued in the project. This digtrict (we shall designate it
as District A) ldies on the eastern side of a large metropoli-
tan area adjacent to an area known as a "port of efttry" for
Mexican immigrants. This district has a large population of
Spanish-surnamed students, a large and growing population of
Asian students, and a large population of "Anglo" students.

L r\ .
+ Of the new districts, District,B lies on the southwestern
side of the.metropolitan area and has a predominantly Black .
population that is being increasingly displaced on its west

side by immigrant: Latin American students, primarily Mexican -

and Central American. ) ’\v i

§
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District C is on the northern frlnges of the large metro-
politan area. It is. tétally different in character from Dis-
tricts A and B in that it is predominantly middle “to upper-
middle class “Anglo" with a strong sense of pride in its
traditional support of education and the arts., There is a
growing immigrant Hispani¢ population Adiving on the outer
fringes of the c1ty.
¥

Districts D and E are in adjacent suburban cities lying
in what may be called’-an "ethnic corridor" to the southeast
of the large metropolltan area, District D has a large popl-
lation.of Mexican Americanssand "Anglos." District E is
-ethnically diverse. District D participated fully in the
study while District E agreed only to supply non-exper1menta1
control subjects.

-
d

_ Selection and Matching of the Students

Theigtudeht participants were selected in a way designed
to facllltate the formation of groups that would be as nearly

- &like as -possible. Since we had a limited set of allable‘

:students, random selection from a population was not possible.
We therefore decided to. approx1mate a matching: procedure.
Approximation was ‘a neceSSLty since strict matchlng is waste-
ful of’subjects and we were in no position to glve yp more .
than'a very, few of the available sample.

The actual procedure requireﬁ that we define a set of
variables on which the approximations would be based. The
variables and their associated values were as, follo®¥s:

l.. grade in schocl (we used fourth,
sixth, and.eighth grade students)

2, country of birth {(studénts were clas-'
sified ’in terms of whether they had
been born-~in the United States or in
Latin America),

37 amount of formal education (students
‘were classified in .terms of the ac-
tual number of years of formal educa-
tion they had received.both in the
United States and in- Latin America)

father's level of education (students
were classified in terms of the ac-
tual number of years of formal.eduda-
tion gheir fathers had received)

time in the United States (students
were classified in terms ,of the ac-

\,tual number of years ‘they had llved
in the United States)

°
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6. English proficiency "(Each student was ,
placed in one of seven categories - NI
based jointly on Scorgs from the tests : . . .
used in the particlpatlng districts ’
for purposes of ‘program classification
and te€éacher 'judgment. Tests ‘varied
among the Language Assessment .Battery, -

, the Bilingnal Syntax  Measure, 'and the

, Language Assessment Scaﬁzz o)

.7. Spanish language proflcl cy (Each .
student was placed in one of seven S .
. - categories based "jointly on tests for
. language- -dominance and teacher judg=
ment,) N

Data for each of these.variables were coded on cards like
the facsimile presented Ain Exhibit 2. Once the cards were
filled out, they were sdparated by grade level: <Then, worktng

- one grade level at a time, the cards were placed two at a time
in two stacks cortespanding to the two training groups. Each
pair of cards was matched on the seven variables as closeiy
as possible. The bilingual resource teachers assisted in this
so that approximate equality between groups would be obtained.
'In all cases, these teaqpers were satisfied that there was no
systematlc bias favoring one group or the other.

., Following this step, cards in each of.the two piles were
distributed over four piles correspondlng to the four testlng
conditions. This was done by (1) identifying sets of four
students who were as nearly alike as possible and (29 assign-
- ing them randomly to- testing conditions. Once again, the re-

source teachers were satisfied that the.groups were as nearly
equal as they could be made based on the available informa-
tion. The:numbers of students assigned to each condition is
. presented in Exhlblt 3. Note that there were no fourth grade
students in the "no- testw1seness/oral administration" groups.

Assignment of .Students to Ccnditions
» . - -
*.  Once” students. had been assigned to groups such thdt _the
groups were as nearly equal as-:possible, the groups were .
assigﬁéd randomly to treatments. A total of 88 students was
in the group- rece1v1ng Level 1 of the test. A total «of 73 ] .
.students was in the group receiving Level 3. o <

- - . ' ~ . R

Training in Testwisehess o - .

Students’ who had been selected to receive training in
testwiseness réceived their training no more than two weeks
_prior to taking the CTBS. - The training was conducted jointly
. ° by the investigators and by personnel from'the participating
districts. In this section, the training procedures, train-
ing schedules, training environments and other tralnlng fac-"

tors are described. - .
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" BTUDENT DATA CARD '
« @ 4 » - )
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Name . - =» District* . °
, | school - ; Grade -
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»education . .
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CTBS English %ile CTBS Espahol %ile
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< ) - EXHIBIT 3 ) I
. . . e .
= DISTRIBUTION OF,PARTICIPANTS QVER CQEDITIONS ' ’
. ( . - : .
{ .\a . '
‘ .o CTBS Level 1, Grade 4 .
o ¥ . ¢ ) ) ’ Pl
N AN M - }
~ =
. - ‘Testwiseness / No Testwiseness
i - Training --- - . \) “Training
' " n = 66. n=22 -
N Oral Standard . Oral Standard
. |Administration | Administration '|| Administration | Administration
Spamishi, . - 20 n = 20 n="0 n=11
version ) . -
“ | [English ' :
[engLis n =13 n=13 n=0 n =11
version \ 5
.‘:* . . g 1% -
- . - , '! &
. CIBS level 3, Grades 6 and 8 .
) \
-~ '" . Testwiseness Testwiseness
Training Training
. n = 41 n=32°%
oy Oral Standard- Oral Standard
o] Administration | Administration || Administration | Administration
a . =
Spanish ' ]
. _ |Spamd n =11 n=38 n=6
: ¢ version . : .
o " - ¢ 4 A .
[ERosshl n=m, - |. n=wm « n=4
ersion . : i ¢

& o . R :
¥ . .
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Training the Trainers -o

" Three persons in additign to the principal investigdaftor
were scheduled to conduct the training. The three persons .
each came from a different district, one from District A, -
one from District C; and one-from District D. The principal
investigator conducted the training in District B. No stu-
dents from District E received training in testwiseness.

Since the principdl investigator had been (1) the trans~
¢ lator of the testwiseness materials, (2) .the tryout teacher,
“and (3) the one who actually wrote the revisions, it was
natural that he be the. .trainer of the three persons who would °
conduct testwiseness training. v ) ‘
Th® three trainers plus Other representatives of dis<"
tricts A,B,C, and D came together for an all-day training’
session. 'During the first two hours, the purposes and proce-
dures of the study were explained in detail. The next three
hours were dedicated to going over the materials and proce-
dures. for conducting testwiséness training. ‘The majority of
the participants were Spanish/English bilinguals. "Accérdingly,
their advice was sought regarding the accuracy of the trans-
lations. An attempt was: made to rid the materials’ of voca-
bulary that would be strictly regional. Their suggestions
were incorporateéd into the final revision of th® Spanish
version of the materials. Theé final hour of the day was
dedicated to instructing the trainers in procedures for se-
lecting participants and for assigning them to treatments.

- By the end of the'day,rdll of ﬁhelperSOns attgn&ing'the
,training day expressed enthusiasm for the project. Each
‘felt well-prepared to go ahead with his or her part of the

study. - 4 : ) :

3
E

At the request of representatives from Districts A,B,

- and C, the principal investigator visited the respective
districts tq provide additional assistarice in sample selec-
tioh. In District E;, the principal’investigator wal solely
responsible for sample 'selection. o

‘

Trainihg Schedules

) All of the participating districts wished to avoid bur-
dening the students with testing over and above that which is
' normally conduéted at the end of the school year. As a .re-
sult, training was cohducted as early as mid-May in one )
district and as late as mid~June in another. The unique
constraints in each district forced us to accept a variety
of testing schedules. ' In District A and D, four one-hour )
sessiond were conducted at each of two schools. In District
B, .two two~hour "sessions were conducted at one school. In-
District C, one four-hour session was conducted at each of
_ ’two schools. In all cases at least four hours of instruction
‘ fwere -given. . \ ‘ ) :

i 28"
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. Conducting the Testing

.
o

* ' The testing, like ghe training, was the joint responsi-~
;blllty of the investigators and school personnel Testing
in Districts A and C was conducted by  the same persons who

. conducted testwiseness tralnlng. Testing in District E was
conducted by the District's classroom teachers according to
standard District procedures. Testing in District B was con=
ducted by the investigators only and in. District D by the
investigators and the testwiseness trainer jointly.

‘In District B, two examiners were used. Students were
pulled out of their, classrooms in small groups and were
taken to special rooms where distractions would be at a min~
imum. Each group was tested on two successive days. Groups
that.were tested in the morning returned to their classrooms

WAin the afternoon and vice versa for those who were tested in
‘the afternoon. Students we seated at separate desks so as
to minimize the likelihood of copying. 1In the:case of the
‘'students who received the oral administration condition, the
tape recording was played on a single tape.player with the
volume turned up to a.comfortable level. As far as could
be determined,- each student could hear the recording well.
All sessions were carefully proctored. .

© °

In District C, the students were divided into four groups
according to testing conditions and taken to a trailer where
they would be protected from distraction. Each group re- .
ceived the whole test (i.e., four .subtests) in-one day. °'The
four groups received the test. on four successive dayi The
sessions were carefully proctored.

In District D, four examiners were ysed. Students were,
pulled out of their classrooms in small groups and were takenh
* to. special ‘rooms. The _Students receiving the ‘oral adminis-~

tration procedures were taken to.a media center consisting
'of two adjacent rooms where llstenlng posts were, available.
The tape recording was played to them through_headsets with
1nd1v1dually adjustable volume g¢ontrols. The use of the
listening posts dictated that students be seated at the same
table. Accordingly;, proctoring was tight in order to mini-
mize the likellhodd of copying. 1In the case of the students
who received the standard administration condition, seats
were sufficiently far apart to eliminate the .possibility of
qopying.. These\seSSidﬁs were also probtored carefdlly.

In District E, students were tested in thelr classrooms~
' BY their own teachers accordlng to standard district proce-
dure. . d

1

The total number of’;tudents taking ‘the CTBS/S was 74
' The total number taking the CTBS Espanol was 87. .
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Analyzing the Results . *\

€hanges in, the Design

At the orlentathn and training session i which the
.testw1seness trainérs were trained, objections to the pretest/
posttest feature of the des;gn were raised by the school dis-
trict. -representatives. They felt that .the.pretest should be
avoided in order to_avoid over~loading the students with
testlng. ‘Classroom teachers tend to feel that testing is ,
overdone anyway. The representatives therefore félt that .the
teachers and students both.would be:more receptive to partici=
pation if we- could go to a posttest-ogly des;gn. ¢ The invesi- °
gators had no objectlons tQ this change since it was felt that
adequate controls.had been built' into the sampling plan, thus
lncreaSLng the likelihood that the results would be interpret- .
able in terms of the variables that weré under study. - The
" Program Officer was consulted regarding the change to a
posttest-only deslgn. She had no objections. : Accordlngly,
the study was ‘conducted in two stages. Durlng the first
stage, testwiseness training was given ‘“o 'the students who
had been selected for such’ tralnlng.. During the second stage
the students were tested us;ng one of four condltlons as -
follows: : : ¢ °

(3

v

At ’>

-

CTBS ‘in Epgllsh/etandardéadmlnlatra-
tion.procedure . .

CTBS “in Spanlsh/standard admznlstra-
tion -procedure -

CTBS in. Engl;sﬁéera admlnlstratlon
procedure &

CTBS :in Spanush/oral admlnlstratlon
procedure a

o

e 8
’,

* ' The Analyticuhpproeeh ) .

As described in a previous sectlon of this report, the.,,
study was designed “as an investigation of three experimental
factors: receipt of testwiseness training, form of test ad-.
ministration, -and language of test. Each of these .factors
was- studied at two “levels: testwisenéss training vs. no
testwiseness tralnlngu oral vs. standard test administration,
and English vs. Spanish Yersion of the CTBS. Thesleveld‘of
these factors were c¢onsidered as fixed and the. resulting de~ »
sign was’a 2x2x2 factorial with students serving as repli- .

- cates within each of the- eight treatment cells.

°
- .

Analysis of tﬁis design produce: a maximum of seven
terms corresponding to the sources of variance in an analy-
sis of variance table.. These terms/represent the three main
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effects (testwiseness tralnlng, form of test administration,
aﬁg langquage of test), the-three-two way_ interactions (test-
wisenesgs and -administration), and finally, the three-way
. interaction. term (language and ‘testwiseness and administra-
.tion). Estimation and significag&; testing of each of these
terms is possible as long as there are replications within °
the design cells so that the residual variance can-be sepa-
rately ‘estimated.
At Level 3 (grades 6 and 8), each of the eight experi-
¢ mental cells had more than two observations, thus allowing
estimation and testing of the complete model (all seven vari- -
ance sources). However, at Level - l, two of the cells werd o
R empty, producing a reduced model capahle<of estimating and
- testing only five terms.. Since botH empty cells involved
« . the condition of oral administration and no testwiseness

" training, the two-way interacgion terms between these two
. sources and the three-way interaction term could not be se-
] parately estimated. Therefore, the residual variance term
for this model included these sources of variance. ¥or -the
Kz discussion of this design, the reader may consult a standard .

experimental textbook such as Winer (1962) or Kirk‘(1968).

Actual computation of’ the estimates and their assoc;ated
significance-tests was accomplished through'the use of the
Statisticals Analysis System (SAS) procedure labeled TLM.

‘rhis procedure was chosen because both the Level 1 and Level
. * 3 designs were unbalanced (unequal cell frequencies) and this
‘procedure would compjte the correct sum of squares for such |
designs. The-procedure uses a general linear model approach '~ . -
to allow the specificatidn and estimation of a wide range of
analytic models. While this procedure estimates four differ- -
ent types of estimable functions, the relevant type for the .
current analysis is the Type IV function. This function
allows for the testing of -the hypotheses as if the data had.
been originally derived from a balanced design. More speci- -
- fically, the Type IV function estimates sum of squares as-
sociated with addlng each term as the last term to the linear
‘model. In other words, it computes the sum of squares for '
: _ each term holding all the other terms of the model constant
. (see Helwig and Council, 1979) - ’

4

S ) All computing was performed at the Unxvers;ty of Southern
' California computer fac;lity using an IBM 370/58.
< %
The results of these analyses are reported and dlscussed
. ’ ln the .following section. . o a
> - The socio-linguistic item analysis referred to earller
. was structurally unrelated to the 2 ¥*2 x 2 factorial analysis:
. described above.. In’ other words,. there was no attempt to,
poF . "study the effects of the var;pus treatment conditions on indi-
- vidual item response tendencies. The socio=linguistic analysis
was designed to stand alone and to. provide a getter understand-
. . . ing of how Spanish-speéaking LEP students as a group respond- to
N palred Engllsh/Spanlsh Ltems.
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. - ) RESULTS

The Linguistic Analysis ‘ 3

As was mentioned earlier, two approaches to item analysls
were used. A linguist examined each of the items from a socio- '\
linguistic standpoint. This analysls was conducted on Levéls
B, ¢, 1, 2, and 3 of both.English and Spanish versions of the -
tests. Addltlonally, a statigtical analysis was limited to
Levels 1 and 3 since these were the only levels actually aq-

ministered to subjects in the study. .

In. presentlng the results of the analyszs we shall first
deal with a comparatlve analysis of the overall dlstrlbutlon
of item difficulties across ‘fSur different sub~populations. *
‘Followzng this, we shall discuss the socio-linguistic and
stdtistical analysls in an integrated. fashlon. )

The comparatlve analysls is based on item difficulties
expressed’ as the proportion of dqrrect responses among four
distinct grqups. The groups are (1) the norming sample used
by the manufacturer. for, the CTBS/S, (2) the sample of LES
students from this stud& who took the CTBS/S, (3) the norming
sample.used by the manufacturer for the CTBS Espanol, and
(4) the sample of LES' students from this study who took the
CTBS Espancl. The relevant data are found in Tables 3—10

Congider first ‘the relative performance of the Engllsh
norm sample (Column 1) and the Spanish study sample (Column 4).
This comparison is of interest because of the fact that it
involves the two primary groups for whom the two different
language versions were prepared Other thlngs being equal,
one might hypothesize that item difficulty levels would be
approx1mately equal for each English/Spanish item-pair.
Examination 3f the tables reveals that this hypothesis holds
for a significant number of the items. If we define "approx-
imate equallty” as item pairs whose associated difficulty
indices are within + .10 of one another, we- find 19 out of
the 40 items on -the Level 1. Vocabulary subtest -that can be
said to be of approxlmately equal difficulty. On the Level
"1 -Reading Compfehension ‘subtest, 32 out of 45 items® wére of
approximately equal difficulty. On the Level 1 Mathepatics
Computation subtest, 41 out of 48 items were of approximately
equal 4ifficulty. On the Level 1 Mathematics Concepts and .
Applications .subtest, 22 out of 50 items. were of approximatély .
egual difficulty. similar groportlons of equally-difficult >
items’ were found orf the Levél 3 subtests. Of course, the "~ ' .
- remaining Engllsh/Spanlsh item pairs differed by more than + .
+.10. The differences were occasionally as- -great as + .60.

In .all but a few cases, "differences larger than. 4 lO favored
.the ‘Engligh’ language sample. In other’ words, .if an item pair -
Jexceeded the + .10 dlfference in difficulty, the item was
_easier for the Engllsh language sample than for the Spanlsh

r «v
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. TABLE 3 : Item Difficulty in Proportion of Correct i
' . . Response for Four Reference Groups: .
' Vocabulary Subtest ‘ : ' o
. . *\
. . CTBS/S, Level 1 . CTBS Espanol, Level 1
Item Norm Sample ' Study Sample |  Norm Sample Study Sample
1 .94 _ 1 - .89 T .95 .
2 - .88 ] .36 .78 97
3 .90 .57 ~ " .52 : .90
4 .86 .50 .39 . .46
5 .85 .60 . .47 .62 - -
6 .86 : .50 : .49 .78
7 - , .77 .22 . .38 .26
8 . .80 .50 .39 .56
9 ..80. - .67 . .64 .82
10 .84 . . .63 39. .54.
1 1, .78 .48 .24 ' .16 .
12 .71 .44 47 .71 ,
13 . ¢ .64 .39 ~ .56 .79
14 .80. .50 S~ .38 ‘ . 55" )
15 .83, .61 .46 «.87
16 e 62 .50 " .54 - - .85 ~ [
17 .75 .80 - .74 . .85
18 , . .70 . .59 .55, T .62
19 .67 - .42 .- .66 .74 :
20 - _ .63 .32 _ .51 72
31 .77 39 0 .53 . .87 \
22 .68 Y ) .46 N 64 .
23 . T 62, .29° A .31 "o ,18 I
24 1, 700, . .54 - .54 - .77 A
25 ‘ .61 ' .26 ‘ .35 77 ¥
26 " y .63 ' .43 .46 .76
27 ° .56 .32, - .36 . .66 !
28 R *.53 18 - .51 ] " .66 :
29 - .51 | .48 . .26 .32 r
30 51 . ¢ .05 .25 187 o
31 .58 NEFCIN- 1« B I .39 .82 . 4
32 w14 .33 - , - 435 0 1. . .44 el
33 - .49 g .20.° .26 - 13 ‘ ,
34 . .45 T .33 .38 . L. .58 ‘“‘(fjg
35 . .52 - .00 . .43, .45 A
36 o 49 , .36 ' 49 .76 v
37, , .53, ‘ .19’ .0 .23 49 . -0
3870 .54 T a27 L. 26 L) - w14 28
39 ° .50 . . .24 , 34 - .42 3
40 ' 63" .38 g .29 - .54 .
: o oER e e Y : : ’ :




“ a - . ‘ . -~
a
! . TABLE 4 : Item Difficulty in Proportion of Correct
, ‘ ‘ Response for Four Reference Groups: :
- Reading Compreéhension Subtest »
) . - M
B o . N
. . ’ CTBS/S, Level 1 . CTBS Espax;x:ol, Level 1
Item Noxm Sample Study Sample Norm Sample Study 'Sampie
S 1 .71 . .56 .59 4 .76
;. S o2 .86 - ° L<52 ] .67 .79
T 3 166 .32 .45 .76
. 4 .79 ~ ;.44 - . .55 . .79
. 5 .82 - . .64 . .64 B .92
6 . .82 .72 : .58 .73
7 .87 © - . .58 . . .58 .73
8 .73 .79 | ‘ .59 . .62
9 .53 .18 .44 .38 .
10 : .18 s .33 .46 .73
11 . .40 .13 ) .42 . .29
‘12 e . .67 .46 .38 . ] 47 -
13 I .61 S - .40 RN A
14 - : ..76 Y .29 .41 . .45
15 , . .63 .17 .31 - , .38
« 16 - .82. g ”i;ps , .51, ~ .68
#17- £ , 435 " .53 .
18- A .74 .18, { +49
19 4 0 .85 .26 - .39 -
20 . .48 — . .13 i .32
21 R .76 . . ] .36 .43
. 22 . .68 : .42 .37
, -23® .66 .38 | 47 -
' .63 .42 . © .4l :
‘ .61 .21 . .37 o
.75 .40 , .48 »
. .73 .56 3 .40
A .78 .52 © .52 . ‘
- . .76 . .35 L .48
. .67 , .29 . . 44
. .8 ) .48 ‘ .47
.62 . . .28 g .30
& " .64 - . .50 _ .44
: . ° .68 - .67 Z .36
.79 .38 .51 s
' ‘ .42
.49
. .45
.26
34
.48
""" -.38 - -
32 ¢
.23
.36 - -
v LY
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Response for Four Reference Groups: .

p ! Mathematics Computation Subtest

.

-

o

S

Item Difficulty in Proportion bf Correct

(3

. CTBS/S, Level 1

CTBS 'Egpahol, Levell 1 .

Norm Sample

JStudy éample

&

! Nofm Sample,

Study éample‘

)

”

-

.94
L95 %
.91
.88
.85

. .80
.81°
.89
.84
.77
.82

> .

3
-

“1.00
96

_D .92
.84
. .88
.75
.76 .
.88
.75
.84
.68

K
kg08
".97
.93

91
.87

1.00
1.00
1,00
.87
.92
.92
.87
.97
.92
.78
.92
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TABLE 6 : Item Difficulty in Proportion.of Correct

Respaonse for Four Reference Groups:

Mathematits Concepts:and Applications Subtest

¢ .

]

N

2 v
"+ CTBS/S, Level 1 L CTBS Espanol, Level 1 -
Nozm Sample «Study Sample , Norm Sampie Study Sample »;
, . <@ \J“
., .55 .29 0 s .. .28 .24
. = .85 * .84 o LT77 .. .89 T
.90 © .88 .81, © .89 *
' 79, o S8, . 71y T .84
.90 .88 .84 . 297
.85 .64 Vo .72 .87
.88 . . .60 .73 .78
S T , 568 L, .58 .79
.90 ..88 794 .92
.83 . .80 .75 ’ .76 .
.84’ - .88 .79 . .95 .
.82 2 .63 52 7 .81
s, .74 v .45 1 . .59 > .53 -
. .51 .39 .48 T .39
.83, -+ .43 %49 .29
.76 .48 .58 ., .71
.78 ©.48 " .66 .73
P4 .89 92 ¢ .78 .97
T4 [« .35 '/, . .62 | .50
.86 Ce L LT9 74 - Y
©.0 -7 .44 © .57 .82 |
© .66 . .36 .54 .56 1
T .66 e, a7 .48 .46
. .60 T4 .35 - .43 |
67 .. .50 - .60 .63 |
) .81 - .76 .68 ' .76
.80 .54 63+ .82 ’
.79 .54 . .55 . .45
.67 .17 w54 .65 .
.72 « 87 (|7, 7. .55 .53
.85 Y. .59 .59 .61
275 .30 .52, .62
o .55 .33 . .37 .35 -
.56 N - .38 : .35 .
.79 £ .35 s .63 .57 :
.55 .13 . 37,0 . .35 o
B [ .50. 707 b 63 .
L720 .43 0F © .52 .47
71, * .18 .56 w47 .
\ .60 47 P T .47 .65 %
. .78 C .39, . .60 . .70 b
© .80 2 .48 . .63 .58
.69 59 i .47 .43 o
\ .63 46 - ° .54 .50
.70 .35 ¢ .59 .58 - c
.65 a7 .46 .45 o
- .70 - T .65 567 .63 o 23
v 83 220 .43 .32 e
S o 61 . ‘43 - d .60 ‘.76 4
\ 4T 230-3 .57 RRY-S e

2
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TABLE 7 :

Response for Four Reference Groups:

Vocabulary Subtest

Item Difficulty in Proportion of Correct

CTBS/S, Level 3

CTBS Eépanol, Level 3

.48

No¥m .Sample Study Sample Norm Sample “Study sample
» - —
.88 .43 .82 .67
.77 .43 .62 .46
.80 43 . ., .70 .38
76" 39, ' - .58
.85 o 52 e .78 .79
.79 39 .81 1.00
.83 .22 .49 .75
.77 . A0 | .39 - .63
.79 .61 .71 .92
65 . .22 ©.47 o .50
.83 .78, .67 .75
’ .69 39 .73 , .88
.72 .35 - .57 .75
AT < -.61 .55 .71
.77 .70 .73 .75
71 . .65 .87 - .92 .
.61 - .22 .58 y .96
3?&.60 .43 .56 . .71
- .57 .17 .73 .75
T .62 .35 .37 .67
.67 © .30 .44 .63
.74 .35 .63 .gg.
.65 .43 44 .2
61 .35 .43 .58
. .62 .32 .61 .00
.63 .41° .52 54
.62 . .59 ,.54 .71
> .61 g - . .18 .22 .25
.50 ' .33 .51 .63 -
".65 29 32 O . 21
/55 87 . .67 . .+ .75
58 - .38 .52 .67 __
.56 .43 .47 .54
.53 .57 -.584 .48
.48 - .38 ».56 .59
. .49 .45 .37 .64
.48 .42 025" .36
.46 ° .21 .23 .36
.50 47 . .39 .68
.49 b #21 .87

28




TABLE 8:

Item Diffibulty in Proportion of Co
Response for Four .Reference Groups:

$ .
+

Reading}Comgréhension Subtést

LS

.
]

a

rrect

.'CTBS/S, Level 3

CTBS Espanocl, Level 3

Study Sample’

Norm Sample Study Sample Norm Sample
.90 .70¢ .78 .88
.78 - <35 .81 .88
B & R .22 .59 .75
,69 ) .39 .60 .63
.67 . .39 .47 , .17
712 . ,59. .56 .43
° .75 . ' .23 .57 .50
.58 © .43 .47 .75
.53 .13 .34 .50
.49 .17 .44 .29
.81 .83 .68 .92
.63 .48 .53 N_ .65
~ .68 .13 a6/ .63
© .55 .39 .36 .50
.38 .22 .30 .37 ¢
.49 .48 .26 .30
.80 .39 “.59 .63
.82 ' .70 .65 " .80
.72 .30 .51 - .60
.68 .35 .53 .77
.82 .70 .59 .73
.76 .43 .49 .50
.69 .43 .48" .47
.85 .87 .64 ° .97
.66 .48 .43 .10
.74 - .61 - .46 .72
.64 .61 . J41 .45+
.76 .48 .45 .45
.67 . ~ 26 .41 .45
.54 . .09 .32 .52
.55 ‘ : .43 .34 .59
.76 o T61 .46 .72
.82 .73 .56 .79
.62
* .69
.43
.50
.64 -
i .52
19,
.46
.44
.26
.31
.27

ey e, et L
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TABLE 9 : “Ytem Difficulty in-Proportion of Correct
) Response for Four Reference Groups:
Mathematics Computation 'Subt?t ¢
; £
A CTBS/S, Level 3 - CTBS Espanol, Level 3
—J:ﬁm» Norm Sample Study Sample ° Norm Sample - Study Sample
"3 .88 .87 .89 .93
2, -7 W71 .65 - .69 .60
3 S s9 - .41 : .55 .30
a - 59 ¢ © .18 * .54 .30
5 .64 . 43 .51 .40
6, .63 .57 . .56 40"
7" .73 .78 .73 .60
8 .68 "~ .87. .72 .70
9 .65 .43 .55 .47
18 .68 .57 .67 .47
11 57 .52 .61 ° .43
12 .70 .70 .73 .67
13 .82 - f .91 .80 .87
14 " .63 ,.30 052 .40
15 .65 .43 .62 .53
16 .72 .91 .71 , .63
17 .53 - .17 .46 o3
18 .48 .26 . .45 ﬁ*”fzg
19 - .47 .17 .40 .13
20 .67 . .73 .66 .73!
21 .55 .36 .56 - .52
22 .74 .83 .74 G730
23 .81, .87 .80 .80
24 ¢ . .67 .61 ’ .65 .57 .
25 -t .74 .83 .78 .73 |
26" | Tiea .68. .64 .69
37 70 T . .83+ _ - .66 .70 .
28 , .81 IS ‘o1 .78 .83 ¢
29 .64 . .52 .61 .47 |
30 - .64 .30 .59 .30/
31 .62 23 i I— 53 .. .27
32 .62 .26 . i 056 T 730
33 69 $.73 .66 ° .73
34 700 CAE .62 .72 A [
35 .58 .63 .52 .60
36 .69 .90 .59 .67
37 .69 . .90 .59 .67
38 .54 ‘a2 .48 .31.
39 .52 i} .56 .51 7 .43
40 e +65 T . .56% .57 y T .50
41 * .52 e .47 .48 ’~*”f%%§
42 .65 - ‘ .75, .56 .77
43 " .50 .35 - .44 .y +33
.50 .41 .45 .36
.67 i W76 .59 .79
47 e .59 . 47 .25
: .40 T 24 © W34 . .39
.52, S . 33§? ‘ °§8, .70
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¢ ° . /
CTBS/S, Level 3 CTBS Espanol, Level 3
<. Item Norm Sample Study Sample Norm Sample Study Sample
LI - - — - -
) 1 .84 .95 .87 .73
2 .55 .27 2 .44 .23 -
3, .82 '.64 - .77 s .73
4 .60 .50 .49 .40,
. 5" .37 .45 .40 .23
6 .67 .43 .56 .47
7 .63 .25 - 59 .27
8 .76 .71 . .64 ‘ .50
.9 .51 .27 < 41 .43
10 .58 * .45 .47 .43
11 .64 .36 .60 .40 -
12 .69 .71 .64 .57 ,
13 .65 .67 .57 .47.
14 .39 .30 .40 .27
- .18 .70 .33 .55 - .41
16 .67 .43 .44 . .47
17 .73 .67 . . .6C .57
-.7 18 - v .67 .33 Y. 497 ! .
. 19 " .58 .48 .47 3
' 20 .65 . .38 .51 - 7
» 21 .59 .52 .38 ‘ .45, &
22. .62 .05 ,+56 ©.50
23 .74 .73, 62 ' .73
24 .62 .33 .48’ L.28 1\
.25 .54 .33 ~ - .44 ., .33
26 .60 : .62 .68 | .57 :
27 .76 .82, ‘.69 ' .63
28 .77, Y .62 .75 .- .50
29 84 , | .90 .88 1 Leo
a? 30 65 ¥ * .52 .59 423
L 31 66 ., . F .33 .61 .25
g . 32, .84 .90 T .80 .77
33 .49 .30 .39 / .34 .
3 34 .57 .29 .47 v W21
35 = ;4T .10 .36 - 10 L
; 36 .62 .50 1., .63 . $53 -
v 37 .68 .62. * .67 ¥50
3 38 T .51 *.32 .51 .47
‘L os . 39 .62 11 . .63 .50
- 40 .66 Y32 .60 .57
N a1 .63 .30, 1 .65 7 ! . .40 -
; 42 . .65 .58, Viua o 967 .64; -
43 . .48 21 &35 . .14
< 44 S .68 .62 .45 )
45 .81° .83 .73 .70
. 46 . +70 A1 .60 . .62
L 47 59 | .22 .55 .38
o 4B L67 . .41 .60 _ .37 -
A:RJK: 49 .64 CL .58 .60 ¢ i .41
J&“‘ﬁw e A R :2? RS R q.' -3&?-?-‘ ‘z"'z 0.:,» = 50 5:" .30 .

i
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TABLE 10: Item Difficulty in Proportion-of Correst B o .
B ‘Response for Four Reference Groups:
_ " Mathematics Concepts and Applications Subtest
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] language sample. This st¥muwlated our curiosity and led us to :
e - examine  these. dlfflcultdizgms-more carefully in an.attempt to
o . generate-hypotheses abo why these items would be harder .for
a Spamish-speaking group than for an Engllsh-speaklng group.
. This analysis will be presented later in this section of the , "
report.
Consider now the relatLVe performance of the CTBS Espanol
norming sample vis a vis both the CTBS/S normlng sample and
o the CTBS Espanol study s sample. This comparison is of interest °*
since the CTBS Espanol norming sample was rated as bilingual=-
‘biliterate. Examination of Tables 3-10 reveals that the Span-
ish language' test was considerably easier for the LEP sample_
. than it was for the blllngual-blllterate sample. This dif-
ference, though present in all subtests, was most pronounced
on the vocabulary and reading comprehension subtests. This - X
" pointed to the fact that the LEP group was considerably more < .
' proficient in, the Spanish language than was the bilingual- -
blllterate group. Needless to say, given that the bilingual-
o %h\mybl erate subjects found the CTBS Espanol to be more diffi-
: ‘Gult”than the LEP group found it, the ltem by item comparison =
of the performance of the blllngual-blllterate group- on the
\CTBS Espanol with the performance of the norming group on-the
CTBS/S favoregmthe latter. In other words, the bilingual-
< blllterate%giagp was less proficient in Spanish than was the
‘ CTBS/S norming group in English. We have no information on
- the performance of the blllngual-blllterate normimnmg group on . y
; thexCTBS/S. , ’

b ° hd A ~ .f _

Q. Conslder now the relative performance .of one LEP group
on the® CTBS/S and the _performance offth tching LEP group
on the CTBS Espanol (See, Tables 3-10, col s-2_and 4).

. Examination of the Tables revealsazg;;/for LEP students, the ___
. Spanish version of the test was c derably easier than the T
Engllsh version. This was expected. The Importance of this °
‘study lies Qgt in "finding" this difference but rather in

i ‘documenting its~magnitude in each of the subtests separately.

oo and in identifying specific features of the test materials -

!

gﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ -"and procedures tha mlght enable us to suggest ways to: im- .
- \prove, estimates of chlevement in LEP students. : ’
s 2o,
... Eor purposes of lllustratlng the magnitude.of differences

%“ on the ‘'various subtests w1th1n<levels, Tables 3-10 were inter- '
! preted in the form of frequency polygons. These are pre-

J h serited . in Flgures 1-8. Figures 1 and .5 show that the CTBS
v - " Espdnol Vocabulary, subtests were considerably easier than
‘ ) were the’ CTBS/S Vocabulary subtests. ‘Figures 2 and 6 re- -
flect a similar reilation,. for the Reading Comprehension sub- | -
tests. Flgutes 3 and 7. reflect no notlceable dlfference in © '
dlfflculty for the Mathematics Computatlon subtests. ' This )
presumably reflects the .fact that language (Spanish and: ~
Engflsh)‘has no efféect on performance. Flgures 4 and.8 re-

yeal thaﬁwthere probably “Were, differences in difficulty for °*

© Level’ 1-0f the test but not fol Level 3 for the Mathematics
Concepts and Appllcatlons\subtests Tests of these differ-

ences w1119be presented later. R ii : - o ®

[
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To this ‘point, we have esrablished that:

. 1. “the CTBS/S is easiér for English-
. dominant students than is ‘the CTBS
Espanol for Spanish-dominant students

2. the CTBS Espanol is easier for Span-
* .ish dominant: students than it is for
bilingual*biliterate'students

- the CTBS/S is easier for Engllsh-
dominant students.than is‘the CTBS-

" Espanol for bllingual-bllxterate
students,

the CTBS Espanol is easier for Spanlsh-
domlnant students than is the CTBS/S. .
This is more clearly the case for. the
vocabulary and readlng comprehension
subtests than it is for the mathema-
tics computation and concepts-and
applications subtests. There may even.
be a difference in difficulty in ‘the* .
latter two subtests with mathematics
computatlon being easier than mathe-

« matics concepts and appllcatlons. .

The precedlng andlysis makes- clear that LES students
encounter significant difficulties with the -CTBS/S and, in
some cases, even with the CTBS Espanol. We may now present .
the results of an inquiry into. the spec;flc nature of those
difffculties. In the conduct of the inquiry, Spanish/English-
item pairs were grouped accordlng to their levels Qf.relatlve
‘difficulty. The item pairs of greatest interest were (1)
those 'in which both members of the pair were easy (> .70%),
(2) those in which both members of the pair were difficult
(< ,30), and (3) those in which the Spanish member of the
palr-was ea51ér than the English member (difference > .10).
Having identified the relevant subsets of item pairs, the
frequency of response to each of the response options was
examined. These frequenc1es are presented as proportion of
frequency. in Tables 11-18. ' The.inquiry led to a number of :
generallzatlons about response tendenc1es.

First, items in either language tended to be easy or
hard as a function of the ‘frequency with which the key words
are used in the respectivewlanguages. Thus in the vocabulaty

subtest where items have the form?¢
. Yy

U L VN s e B R e P R

¢ . e
.Given: a two to three word phrase where
one of the words is underlined plus four
31ngle-word response options

Re ed: "select . the response option :
_ that means .the same as or nearly the same
as the underlined word. .

.
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Proportion of All Resfonses to Each
Response Optiony,on the Level One

Vbcabulagz Subtest

EY

English : Spanish

3 . ', 3.

~

. .04
.23
.57*
.17
.60*

I8
.39
.09
.17
17

".48%
Jo -’
.00
.29
.04
.21-
.04
.09
.29

.40
12

® -

.13 17*
.25 .13
.21 .54
.09 .39
26 .43% .13
27 ) .45 .32%
28 . .27 .41
29 ., '] .10 | .10
30° 1 .64 1 .14
31 ] 32 .14
.32 .33 .29
33 .25 - .35
34 14 ] .29
35 . . .24 .33
.36 ) .36%* 27 .
37 , .19% © .48
38 : - .36
39 252 .24
40 , © .05 .43

\

O WO JOWU b wrNnKH

Sy - .
*Indicates correct answer
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TABLE 12: Proportion of AlL Responses to Each . .
. Response Option on the Level One .
S Reading Comprehension Subtest a e
’
Co ' C . J:"" - r
) g , 7’ English . Spanish ’ )
' . Jqtem 1 -2, 3 4 1| 2 I A S
1 .16 .08 .20 .56 08 | 100 |6 |76
P 2 .52% .13 .04 +30 .79* .00" .08 “f .13 7}
'3 .32 .20 .16 J32%. ~08 08 | ..08 | 76k
. 4 .32 A4 .12 .12 .18° L79% .00 L03,  Jum
| 's .08 .12 .16 .64 .00 |~..05 L03 -f .92%
6 .20 .72* .04 .04 +1 .44 = .73 .05 .08 -f
7 .13 17 .13 .58% .00 .19 .08 ) .73* |.
: 8 .13 ,79% .04 .04 .32 .62% L037- 1 .03 ?
9 .18 .36 .18* | .27 11 .27 °.38*%. | .24 .
10 .00 . 33% .21 .46 .00 J73% JA1 | .16 -
11 JA3* | 46> .08 .25, I .42 | 05 34 4 2
12 .21 ..46* |- .08 | .25 %13 .47* | .08 .34
¥ 13 .26 .22 37 .|" .35% -1 .06 " .08 .19 .67*
14 . .29% .17 25 T | 29 .45* * .34 .03 .| .18 "
15 - .29 13 .42 17% w03 . | .05 ..f .54 .38% o
16 .22 .09 .65% .04 .13 .05 .68%, | .13
‘. 17 .21 .25% .54 .00 .16 68* | .16 ., .00 ]
‘ 18 .36 .18* .36 .09 +.2% .43*% |- .22 .08 -
19 .09 .30 .35 .26* 11 .30 .24 .35% °
‘ 20 S]oL.13 .22 .30 .35 | .29* .05 .21 .45 *
; 21 : .36% 08 |° .36 .20 .63% .18 .08 .11
22 - .17 .21 .21 A2 .14, .23 ], A1 .51*
23 .08 .13 .38% .42 .03 * .06 6% .22 ..
24 .08, .42*% - | .33 .17 .08 .64% . .08 19
25 L21% .21 .42 .17 .56% .08 .17 .19 :
26 .20 .40%*, .36 .04 11 J72% - 08 .08 " -
27 .00 .56% .20 .24 .00 .72* .14 a4 ]
w 28 .04 .52% .44 .00 .00 .80%* .20 .00 |-
S 29 ) .12 .40 .36% 11 .06 A1 L71
.30 .29% .25 .33 .13 .69* .20 |+ .03 [%.09
% 31 .16 .28 .08 .48% <09 .20 .06 .66*%
i 32 .20 »28% .44 .08 .00 <45* .42 .12 :
N 33 .08 . .17 .25 .50% " .03 .23 .11 L 63%
' 34 .04 -.67* 17 .13 .03 ,66% .11 .20
35 .04 .38 .38% 21 .03 .20 LT1* .06
36 .17 17 .09 57 % .23 .17 W11 .49* !
37 :17 .| .04 J71* .08 .03 .06 .74*% |, 017 .
. 38 .09 .39% 1 .35 A7 .17 .60* JA1.7F .1 X
2 39 . L20% | L .21 .21 .29 .24* .41, .18 .18
: 40 W17 .17 .22 .43 .54% .14 .23 .09 ‘
41 .04 .13 c74* .09 .06 12 L73% .09 :
42 12 .28 ,28 J32% .26 .17 11 .46* |
43 .13 .33 .21 .33% .14 .26 .09 L51% ;
J 44 W13 .17 .22 .48* .29 .18 .29 7 LI N
& 45 .26 .26 .09 .39% .23 -} . .06 .09 63% for o

.. ‘*Indicates correct.
Lo X _’e_{.'w«., Ryt -.h’a_ﬁi
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~ TABLE 13: Proportion of All Response to Each
R Response Option on the Level One
. T X Mathematics Computation Subtest )
' i . English . Spanish s
tem 1 | 2 3 4 4 1’ 2. 3 4
1 " .00 1.00% .00 .00 .00 1.00* .00- .00
» 2 .04 .98* .00 ,00 .00 1.00* .00 .00
-3 .00 .92 .00 .00 .00 -{ ‘1.00%* .00 -.00
4 .16 .00 .00 .f  L84x .11 .03 -} .00 .87*
5 .08 .88* .00 .04 .08 .92 | .00 .00
6 .00 .21 .79% .04 06— .08 .92+ .00
7 .04 .12 .08 .76 ,.00 .13 .00 .87*
8 .04 .04 .88 | .04 .00 .03 ,97* .00
9 .04 .13 L75* .08 .03 ~ .00 .92% .05 -
10 .04 - 304 .83 .08 14 .18 .78* .00
| .es* .20 .00. .12 .92* .03 .03 .03
12° .00 .08 .38 " .54 .06 .06 .14 L75*
T3 T .08 ¢  .75* .13 © .04 .03 ° .97* | .00° .00
14 .56* .00 | .28 .16 .84% .00 | .11 .05
15 .00 .32 .00 w68% © .00 11 .00 .89*
16 _ .00 .08 S92 .00 .00 ° .00 .97* .03
37 4 .08 .88% .04. .00 .05 .89* .00, .05
18 .12 .76* .08 .04 .03 - .87* .05 .05
19 - .04 L72* 12 . .03 .89* .00 08
20 : -t .27 .05 \523 A5* 11 .08 .14, .67*
2L - 00 .04 .96% .00 s .00 .03 .95% .03
22. .17 .00 .83* .00 .18 .03. | .76* .03
22 ) .13 L w17 .22 .48% " .05 A1 .16 .68*
24 N .00 117 J52% - .30 .08 .17 .64* 11
25 ° .00 °1.00* .60 ~-fs ".00 ~05 .95* |..00 .00
% - -{ -.00 ¢ 1l.00* .00 .00 .00 1.00% .90 .00
w27 ", 92% .08 .00 .00 a2 .08 .00 .00"
y 28 .18 .00 .88% .04 . .05 =.00 .95* .00
29 . .00, .08 | .08 | .83 .03 .08 .00 .89*
30 - .46* .04 ".08 .42 .78* .05 .00 .16
31 : - .04 .25 .63* .1 .08 .03 14 .78* .05
.32 .00 .04 .96* .00 - .03 .08 .89* .00
- 33 W17 .58% | .08 17 .16 .70% .03 A1
L34 . 08 | .00 | .92* .00 .08 .00 .92* . .00
35 .04 .21 04 LTI .05 16 .03 .76*
236 .04 - .08 . .25 .63% .08 .05 A1 W 76%
¥ 31 & .00- <00 .97* .08 .00° .03 .89*% .08
. 38 .08 .00 .83% .08 J .03 .00 L95* .03.
-39 .24 JT6* .00 .00 w16 .84% .Go .00
g 40 .92* .00 | .04.-| .04 L92% .03 .00 .05
C 4L .08 .88% .04° .00 .05 .86% .05 .03
; 42 .88 .00 .00 12 :86% .03 .00 .10
43 .88%. | ..04. | .04~ | .04 .86% |, .08 | .00 .05
w44 e 00" o78% | .04, 7 47 -| .00 .84* ‘| .08 .08
52 45 .83 .00.|. .08 |- .08 -1 - .84* .05, .08 .03
4746 .13 A7 | .33 |, .38+ 14 .22 .27 .38*
B 47 J26% | .17 22 .35 .43 .14 .08 .35
w48 1 .13 .42% | .25 .21 AL | .55% | .18 .16
{}El{llcat;as correct answer 6 ] . ,
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TABLE 14: Proportion of all Responses to Each
Response Option on the Level One °

»

Mathematics, Concepts and Applications Subtest

. 4

7 #TndicAtas. correct answer. - - 48=5"

English Spanish
1 2 3 "4 1 2 3. 4
e ~ R - ‘. . .
.29% .24 .24 .24 .24* .30 .22 .24
.04 .12 .00 .84% .08 .03 .00 .89*
.00 .00 .88* .13 .08 .00 |..89* | .03
.16 .00 .76* ‘1 .08 1 .05 | .84* .00
.08 .88% .00 .04 .00™ L97* .03 .09
16 .64% .08 ) .05 .87* .03 .05
.60¥ .20 .16 .04 ©.78* 11 - | .03 .08
.56*- .24 | .08 12 79% .03 .05’ .13
.00 .04 .88% .08 .03 .05 .92* .00
.04 12 .80 .04 A1 A1 | .76 .03 -
.00 .88 12 .00 .00 1227/ .05 ;00 -
.63% .08. .08 .21 .81 : .05 .08
.18 .45% .05 .32 .08 .53* .00 .39
A3 . .04, | 43 .39% o1l .03 . | .47, ..39%
.13 -.09 .43* .35 .08 . 205 . 20% .58
.16 .48* .32 .04 20007 1 L71x | .24 .05 |
.16 .12 .48% .24 .03 .24 .73% 00
.04° .04, .00 .92% .00 .00 .03 .97*
209 .35% | .17 .39 .00 .50% .13 .29
.00 .79* .17 .04 .00 .92* .03 .06
.00 .44* .40 .16 .00 .82% .16 .03
.24 .12 .36% .28 108 .06 .56 .31,
A% .21 .25 .38 .46* .24 .08 .22
.14%* .33 .33 .19 .43* A4 |, .26 .17
.25 50% | .47 .08 1 .63% .05 .21
.12 12 | . .76% .00 .15 | .15 .76* .13
.54% .17 .08 .21 .82% .03 .05 A1
.54% .08° | .29 .08 .45*% .08 .45 .03
.08 J17* .67 .08 11 .65% .14 11
, .22 .57* .04 .17 .18 . .33% A1 | .18
.05 .36 “59% .00 .13 .26 .61 | .11
1+30% .30 -} .09 .30 62% .I4 ..14 11
.38 .00 | .33% .29 .38 - 11 .35% .16
.50 .15* .15 .20 .51 © jo. .35% .08 .05
.05 .35 | .20 .40 .06 .57% .20 .17
.26 .22 | .13 .39 .05 .32 .35% .27
.00 .41 - | .50* .09 .05 . .16 .63* | .16
. .43% .22 .09 .269 .47* .19 .06 - .28
L_--09 .18* .55° .18 .08 ©.47% | .25 .19 -
26 .| .47* |- .16 - JA1 .06 .65% 247 .06
.39% 4301 a7 .00 .70% .03 | .16 A1
.04 .48* .39 09 - | .05 .58* | .21 .16
.05 59*% | .14 .23 .16 43* | .19 | .22
.08 . .46* .17 .29 .08 .50* .24 .18
.09 .43 .35% .13, .11 .03 - | .58% .28
.+ .35 JL7* .13 .35 .26 | ,.45% | .03 .26
.13 . .65% | =13, +09 .18 | .63* | .11 .08
.43 .35 $22% .00° .27 .38 .32% .03
.38 . .43% | .14 .05 .14 .76* .03 .08
BT I TN i I IR B Q9. | -.1e
ag=stt 62" | T

T



TABLE 13: Proportion of All Responses to Each
: Response Option”on the Level Three
Vocabulary Subtest il

.26 -
.17

.18
.14
oY
.18
.14
.10
BN-YA
.33
W10
.10
.38
.10
L42%
.37
.21
.32 L21%*

*Indicates correct answer
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TABLE 16: Proportion of All Responses to Each ¢ ° '
Response Option on the Level Three
Reading Comprehension Subtest
I 1 4
N -~
English . . Spanish ~ )
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 . 4
.70* 13, | .09 .09 .88 13 | oo .00
.22 © .26 .35% .17 .04 .04 .88%* .04
.35 22 L22% .22 .04 .13 .75% | . .08.
.39 .39% .17 .04 .08 W63*% | .17 .13
.22 .39 .39% .00 .54 .29 JA17* .00
00 .14 .59*% | .27 .04 .04 .43*% | .48
.18 .18 - .23% 41 13 .08 T.50% | .29
.35 .17 .35 «13% .13 .21 .17 .50%
.35 .17 .35 L13* .13 21 .17 .50%
J17* .26 .13 .43 .29* |__.08 .08 .54
.04 .83* .04 .09 .04 L92% .00 .04
.22 .48% .13, .17 .04 .65% .13 .17
.52 .17 A7 | L13* .08 .04 .25 .63*%
.39*% .26 . e22 A3 .50% .08 .08 .33
.13 .13 .52 $22% .23 .13 .27 .37*
.09 .35 .48% .09 .23 .23 .30 | - .23
.43 .39% .00 .17 17" .63% .17 .03°
.26 .70% .30 |- .00 .07 .73% .17 .03
.30 .22 .17 | .30% .13 .13 13 .60*
.09 .52 | g,.35% .04 .00 .10 LT7* 113
.00 .70*% .30 ".00 =07 J73% .17 .03,
.30 .09 .17 L43% .20 17 .13 .50%
.43* .04 13 ...39 AT% 07 .47 .00
.09 .87* .00 .04 03 | X7 .00 .00
.22 317 .13 .48% .21 5 .31 .38 .10*
.22 .09 .09 61* " .07 .17 .03 J72%
.09 .17 .13 - | .el% .28 .14 .14 .45%.
.13 .22 .48% .17 .28 .10 .45% .17
.26% . .43 .22 .09 45* .24 21 7| .10
.09* .39 .17 .35 .52% .07 .14 .28
.00 .22 .35 | .43+ .07 .10 .24 .59%
17 .09 .13. 61% .03 .14 .10 J72%
T3 |0 23 60 | .05 J79% .10 .10 7,00
.36 .18 .27 .18% .17 W17 .03 .62*%
.09 .05 .23 .64% .17 .07 ° .07 .69*%
.18 .23% .45 .14 a +25 .43% .21 A1
.00 .55% | .36 .09 ° .04 .50* .36 AL
.18 .36* L09 | .36 .11 .64% .18 07
.50 .23 .09 . J18% .19 .19 .11 .52%
. .14* .45 .14 .27 19%* .37 .17 . .26
.23 - .14* .55 <09 .04 .46*, | - .08 .42
.23% .36 .05 - 036 ° 44* 11 .22 .22
.27 “.27 .09 .36* 41 .22 Alge | .26%
. .18% .32 .32 | .18 J31* | 31 55 T S -
.36 .27 .14 .23*% .23 .18 327 |, »27*
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) TABLE 17: Proportion of All Respdnses to Each
Response Option -on the Level Three
- Mathematics Computation Subtest ‘
English o Spanish
Item 1 2 | 3 4 1 2 3 4 -
1 .87* .04 .09 .00 .93% .00 .00 .07
2 .26 1 .09-] .00 | .65* |. | .10 .27 { .03 .60*
' 3 .41* .23 .32 | .05 .30% .17 .40 .13 .
T4 .09 .41 |7 .18 .32 . .10 .23 | L30% 737
5 * .17 .39 .43* .00 .10 .27 .40* .23
- 6~ .26 .04 .13 J57* .47 .03 .10 .40*
7 - .17 .78%* .04 .00 ] .20 .60% .17 .03
8 .13 .87* | .00 .00 | .20 .. 70% .07 .03
9 .09 .39 ..43* [ .09 .20 .13 .47* .20
10 .26 J57* .09 .09 .27 .47% .20 -{ .07
.11 .17 .09 .22 .52% 1 .17 .27 13 | .43
. 12 . L70% .09 .13 .09 .67% .17 .10 .07
13 .04 .91* .04 .00 .07 | .87* .03 .03
14 .17 .30 1 .30 .22 .10 .40* .27 .23
15 T ..43% .30 .22 .04 .07 .07 .63% .23
(16 .00 .04 91* | .04 .07 .07 .63* | .23
17 .26 .43 J17% .13 .17 .53 | .30% .00
18 .13 .26% .35 .26 4 .10 .23% .37 .30~
19 .09 17 .74 .00 .03 J13% .80 .03
20 .05 .09 . | .73%* 14 .07 . .10 J73% 10" (
21 " .09 .36 .18 .36% .21 .17 .10 .52%
22 .00 .83*% .13 .04 .00 .73% .10+ .17
23 .04 .00 1 .87* } .09 | .03 - .07 .80%", .10
24 .61* .04 .30 .04 . .57* .13 .20 . .10
25 .04 .09: .04 | .83* .03 .20 .03 L73% ~
26 .05 .18 .09 .68* .03 | .17 .10 69% [ .
To27 .09 :83* | .00 .09 10" .70* | .10 .10 "
28 1% -} .09 .00 .00 .83* | .10 .07 .00" :
29 .52% .22 .22 .04 . A7* .30 .23 .00 "
30 .04 | .30 .61 | .04 .07 ,.30* .43 |7 .20 - :
31 .23% .00 .27 .50- - 27 .03 .40 .30 K
. 32 .26* 13 .52 .09 .30* .27 .40 03 | -
5. 33 . .05 .09 CL73% | 14 .07 .07 .73% .13 C
. 34 . | .05 ) .29 | .14 .62%. .07 | 10§ .13 J70*% | g
= 3 ] .21 77 Je3x | .11 .05 .07 .60* |- 130 .03 ‘
’ 36 . Al © .00 .16 .74%* .10 +07 .03 .80* |
37 .05 .90* .00 .05 1 .0 | .e7* .03 .20 1
38 JA1 . .11 .42% .37 .03 .14 J31¥ .52 p
39 .00 . .17 .28 .56% .07 .18 .32 I L
" 40 L7800 28 .00 .56% .17 J17 17 | .s0%
*41 11 ] .32 .11 .47% | | .10 .60. | .07 |, .23%
42 .12 .00 .76% | . .12 Jd0 | .10 J77* .03
43 18 | .29 | .18 .35% .20 .40 | .07 33% %
. . 44 SLE .29 .06 .24 .36% .14 .18 .32
. . 45 Cou12 | .76 12 |- .00 .04’ L79*% .07 & |
o - 46 - .59* .12 .24 .06 |. .25% | .18 .50 .07
o - 47 .24 ¢ .35 .18 024 .39% | .25 _.14 21 . ‘
N Q.48 gy | 00 .69% |’ .06 .25, | | .07 .70%, | .is .07 7
O L | I R S B
S .. 'Indicates:correct answer .. * Do ' : L -
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students* found: it easy to match for example, casa to res1den-
cia dnd house: to res;dence. . ‘ .

N <

. Thls partlcular example alse pplnts up another feature
of several of the easiest 1tems, namely, the presence of
cognates. Examples of such pairs in the wvocabulary-subtest

(ltem dlfflcultles in-parentheses) . are. e e

A
&

l. equlvalent/equal T 78)
equiValente/iguales o 75)

2. afflrmative/p031t1ve (. 67) .
aflrmatlvo/posrt;vo " (. 75)\\§ )

e

e > t .
- .

‘ r
Such ltems were not always easy Sometimes ‘they fell in a.
mid~range of défflculty. Witenevers.this happened the level.
of difficulty was about the sage for- each language. Examples
are: ~ e

= -

@

> -
~ .

dlalogue/conversatlon . (.4l)"f
dlalogo/conversaclon (.54)

. cpnflrmed/verlfled .? C(.43)
. confirmada/verificada (.54) :

~r~~“r*=§namagt cases oﬁ cogngte pairs? the Spanish language Iteﬁawas
,somewhat‘easrer than the §ggllsh languagel;teg. ~

‘The items discussed above may be feferred to as pure"
cognate pairs since both stimuli and responses are cognates.
There were also. examples of "partial" cognate pairs where
only the stimuli were cognates. Examples of this type are:

" 1. conclusion/end- (.43)
conclusidn/fin . ( 46)-

2. terror/fear ’ 52)
terror/espanto o /T—(

Partlal dognate.pairs tended to be more or less dlfflcult ‘as
a 'function of the frequency of the English response word.
Thus.while the first paln above was about equally dlfflcult
(.43/.46) the second pair was not (.52/.79). Occa51onally,
the dlfflculty levels of such item palrs was greatly dis- .
qrepant as in the case of: v : _ .

negotlated/bargalned

negoc1aron/comerc1arcn

In those item palrs "where’ cognates were . presént there
. was a tendency for English and Spanish item scores to be ™~
- approximately equal. .Since the total test=scores for the
~ vocahulary subtest were not equal, we were®interestedin —_—
- conducting ‘an efror analysis on -those items where the discrep-
ancy between English and Spanlsh item scores was larger. The

“0). 67
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approach was first to identify the relevant Engllsh language -
. items, then to examine the frequency of response td“each of
o the dlstractors. e
- . Two major paitern of Qrong response -occurred. In the !
case that a student difd not know the right answer and there )
' were' no clues to such/an answer, responses tended to be ran-

dom, giving a typical .response-proportion of close to .25
for each-option. There were cases, however, -where the stu-

. dents went for ong Of the distractors in a strong way. In
most of these cases, the. option chosen bore a strong physical;
resemblance to the underlined stimulus, word. Examples of

N such pairs are (proportion of response in parentheses): 3
N conclusion/comparison (.35) ‘
‘ 2. ‘adequate/adjusted C\(-43) V
3. data/dates ‘ »‘ (\35) ~
4. 1nc1dent/acc1dent (.26)

. .5. environment/investment  (.39)
' , 6. - installment/implement (:38)
.°_ 1. legitimate/legible ~ (.37) .
.8. negotiated/negated N ~(.§23 ”7fiJ )

That students were paying attention to physical similarity
between stimulus words and distractors is attested by the Y
fact that rfandom patterns of respongi\ggcurred-only on items
where no distractor bore a physical resemblance to the stimu-

lus word.

It may be useful here to comment on response tendencles

on those items where the creation of a test by translation .

- . resulted ln some awkward translations.: Such items sometimes .
. . .caused probleys for thqse subjects who took the CTBS Espanol. )
- vAt other times, they, caused n/,;rouble. Examples of the

- . latter are: - o . : °

.- Co 1. ' personalidad ggetlca (.58)

' . .atractiva -

SRR . 2. charkla tranqulllzadora (1.00) ,
L e . calmante /

3. reaccidn entusiasta . (.63)
“ansidsa . . - ¢

.

.~

B Examples of the former are:. * . " . ' R

P
{

S C . 1. " discursc estimulante (.21) . : (
1 b N w*lnc;tante . . C «

P ! " “2. descripeidn comEllcada (.00) g,
W - .., enredada : ) ‘

1

- ..' . . . N .
. . S L - s : . .
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"There were other difficult Spanish items where the cause
of the difficulty may have been more related to experience
than to language per se. For example, in one item, "jolly -
old man" is given as the stimulus and "merry" the correct
answer. Theéconjunctlon of these partlcular words immedi-
ately elicits the image of Santa Claus with whom the words
"jolly". andq "merry" are intimately associated. In the Span-
ish version, the stimulus reads "un anciano jovial" and the
correct answer "alegre." Though Santa Claus (San Nicolas)
is a familiar figure in Latin America, the term "anciano -
jovial™ is not closely linked with him. Additionally, the
wofd "jovial” is a low frequency word. The proportion of .
correct responses to the Spdnish version was .26, to the”
English version .22 indicating that the U.S. Christmas
associations are not known to our sample in English nor are
they mirrored in Spanish. By 'contrast, the English language
norm sample demonstrated a proportion of correct response ‘
of .77 on this ltem in English. :

Other errors may be directly related to culture differ—:

‘ences. For example, one item pair is given as: . . ’

man of good char&cter/qualities (.29) "
un ‘hombre de buena reputacidn/fama (.21)

One of the’ response options on this item was “educatuan/
educacién." The proportion of responses to "education" was . %
.62 and to "educacion” was .50. A Latin American will

quickly know why the students responded in this way. For ,

them,] there ls an intimgte link among character, reputation,

and educacidn. They responded correctly from the standpoint

of their culture even though they got the item wrong.

/ We may conclude the discussion' of response tendencies
on the vocabulary subtest by presenting a list of guessrng ,
strategies that the. LEP students seem to have used on the
CTBS/S when the correct answer was not surely known., These
strategies are, of course, inferences. Some of them are
based on several items. Some of them are based on fewer .
items. All of themaare presented as hypotheses. ) oy
> Hy: If the answer £§/not known but one

distractor is within the* semantic ;

region, even-if it is an antonym,

choose it. o

Hy: If the answer%is not known but there - - P
is one distractor that is .frequently
«wused as a modifier of the stimulus
~word, choose it.

Hy: If the answer is not-known but there >
* 1s one distractor that experientially

‘occurs in conjunction with the stim-—
ulus (e. ges agcident, damage) , choose

v it
s
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Hy: If-the answer is not known but there

. _ is a distractor whose orthographic
' ) ‘form 1sms1mllar ‘to that of the stlm-
ulus word, choose it. . . .

[T
&

Hg: If the answer i nown but one

' of the distractors-is a cognate (or 2 "
' false ‘cognate) of the stlmulus word, \
choose it, '

Hg: If the answer is not known but one of
.the distractors is known to mean the
same as -the whole item stem, choose it.

Hy: - If_ the answer is not known and none of
thé "clues" listed in the first six .
hypotheses can be foun? guess blind. -

We can now move on to a conSLderatloﬂfof flndlngs on
the Reading Comprehension subtest. The first step in the _ ¢
ranalysis was to look for an effect due to language of the
test. A visual inspection of Tables 12 and 16, reveals that
the English language version of the items was typically more
difficult than the Spanish language versiom. This difference
was examined statistically and-was'found to. be.slgnlflcant.
The MANOVA JS presented later.

~
v

In order to learn as much more as possible, the item ~-
difficulties were organized by reading selection. Visual
inspection of the arrays revealed that there were systematic
differences in difficulty as a function of reading selection.
Interestingly, the two most difficult selections on Level.l '
were the two dealing with' scientific subjects, one with the '
invention of a phonograph and the - other with satellltes. It
is interesting to speculate that the difficulty may be attri-
buted to lack of regular contact with the world of science
in the home countries. At the same time, it must be admitted’
that we are unable to separate such a hypothes;zed cause from
other possible causes rooted in language itself. 'The nature
of the passages in Level 3 made it 1mposs1ble to check the
hypothesis. ‘It was fouhd, however, that in Level 3 also,
there were clear differences in dlfflculty as a functlon of
readlng selection.

This analysis led to an even more 1nterest1ng observa-
tion. This was the nature of the distributién of item dif-
ficulties within reading selections. This led to. speculation
that there might be systematic varlablllty in item difficulty
as a functlon of type of task. -To check this out, each item
was categorized in terms=of the following task descriptions.

1. .locating details
2. getting the main'idea oo ' ‘ "
3. establlshlng order of events
4. draW1ng inferences. ) oo '

. N .
» g '- *
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. ‘5, determining meanings of words. - ?‘

and expressions
6. summarizing sub-sections
7. selecting descriptive words

While a.visual lnspectlon of item difficulties tended to
suggest that items requiring location of details. were easiest, -

‘there was such a confounding of task difficulty with language

dlfflculty that it was decided 'to try to reduce some of ‘the
"noise." ‘Since .it had been noted that the LEP students re«’
sponding to the Spanish version earned lower item scores on
some items’ than did FEP students responding to the English

vers;gn, it seemed plauslble to adssume that on these parti-
cular‘items, the LEP students were experiencing some diffi=

-culty over and above any possible language difficulty. It

.

wa$ therefore decided to look at these, ipems as a specxal

- subset. An item was selected for further investigation if -

the Spanish version/LEP student difficulty 4ndex was at least
.16 lower than the English version/FEP student index. _The
selection of the criterion .16 was arbitrary.

At Level 1, there were 13 items.out of 41 (items 42-45
were omitted from the analysis since the Spanish and English
versions were based qn different poems) that met the cri--

terion. The distribution of these- items by task type was as -’

follows:

° . 1. locating details (items 13, .19, 36, ,
-~ - 39) -
2. getting the main idea (items 15 "20) '

_ 3. establishing- order of events Yo

- (item 8) : )
4, drawing lnferenqes (ltems 12, 27) s
5. determining meaning of words and

) expressions (items 18, 25, 32) _ i
6. summarlzlng sub-sections ‘(item 14)
7.° selectlng deébrlptlve words (item 22)

' the, items in this subset while iteps requiring this skill

. Note that "locatlng detalls"ufpbounts for 30 percent oﬁ

make Up 45 percent of ‘all items in the subtest (items 42-45
omitted)., This may indicate that there are indeed -"task"
factors that create. the observed increased dlfflculty.

The reader should not lnfer from the above that the
study sample rever had dlfflculty in locating details nor
that they always had dlfflculty fhaking lnferences, etc. . The

found/éxcessively more difficult than did FEP studenits, the
taskd were most likely to require more-cognitively demandlng
SklllS.. These findings may be interpletable in terms o

flnd:yg is merely that, on those items which LEP ‘students

‘Cummins’ recent: .formulation where the difficulty of a given

language task 'is a function of tke interaction of -two factots,

| L 57, et
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namely, its conteXtual- embeddedness and its coghitive demand-
ingness (Cummins, 1981). We shall discuss this hypothesis in -
greater detail in the discussion section of the report.

.It would have been preferable if the generalizations
_ about item difficulties as a function of the interaction of _
.. linguistic and. task factors could have been checked on Level _.__
. 3 of the test... . This was-net—possible sifice item difficulties
' - on that test were based on a mixed sixth and eighth grade .-
study’ sample.  This altered item difficulties in the study .
asample such that comparlsons with the, norming sample were
questlonable."
We turn now to an analysis of items on the Mathematics
Concepts and Applications subtest.” (An analysis of items
~on the Mathematics Computation subtest was not done since
R . item d@ifficulties on the Spanish and English versions were
essentlally equal., This could be attributed to. the fact that

. language prof;cxency plays no 51gn1f1cant role in the latter *
" - subtest). )

. In contrast, language proficiency would intuitively seem
to play an important role in responding to the Mathematics.
Concepts and Applications subtest. As we shall see later,

.- differences in subtest scores as a function of the language
of the test were significant at Level 1 only-though even on
Level- 3, the absolute value of the mean on the Engllsh ver-

. sion was lower than on the Spanish version.

The analysis of item‘difficultie on the Concepts and
Applications subtest was conducted in’'a manner similar to
the analysis of item difficulties on' the Reading Comprehen-
sion subtlest. The appropriateness of this analysis was sug-
gested by the fact-that on many.items, LEP students ‘taking
the Spanish version did as well as- FEP students taking the
. English version.’. On other items, the LEP students did sub-
’ stantially more poorly. This suggested, once again, the
study sample might be experiencing difficulty over and above
that -due to’ language alone. . 1Y

. USLng the .l6-criterion, a subset of 23 Level 1 items 5 P
. . was. selected for special examination. The following list ‘
.gives' the kinds of conceptual areas on which LEP- students -
r did more poorly than FEP studehts regardless of the language
of the test (unless-’ otherw;se indicateéd):
. 1. place value '
2. reading time from a clock face,
3. determining the number of U.S. coins
. requixed to make, a given sum
4. . working with the distributive and
commutative properties of numbers : :
. 5. distinguishing,between odd and even
‘numbers (problem on English version

only) . ‘ ’
SR e Lo




°

~

_y,_ﬂ_,__m,u___-wf'ﬁ - Rellablllty Analysis . )

- ~

6. comparing numbers of items'in two sets
7. combining two geometric figures to

-Create a third figure-
8. . determining calendar time
9.

determininc ects in -

- ~"Fg@et and inches .(most difficult in

, English) . . \
10. determining unknowns in an equallty
Al. determlnlng the missing number in a
number series .
12. computing values in word problems

The finding for (12) was surprising. One might have
guessed that there would be a strong effect due to language

.in word problems. ° Such an effect did not appear. 'LEP stu-

dents did equally poorly on these items regardless of the
language of the test (only one exception to this .in eight
items). .

A similar analysis for Level 3 was not conducted because
of the problem of combining data for sixth and eighth graders.
- . ‘ . .

ke

_An Analysis of Effects

Separate but parallel analyses were conducted ‘for Level
1 and Level 3 of the CTBS. These analyses included an analy-
sis of sgale reliabilities as well as a multivariate and uni-
variate analysls of variance. Two multivaxiate analyses were
performed. First, "reading” was investigated using reading
vocabulary and reading comprehension .as dependent variables,
and then‘ "mathematics™" was examined with mathematics compu-
tation and mathematlcs conceptsvand applications as dependent
variables. The results of these analyses are presented in
this section, while their'interpretation is contained-in the
subsequent section. ;

$ - .

SIS

One of the lmportant concerns for- this study was the
psychometric properties of.the. English and Spanish versionse
of the CTBS. These properties were investigated both empiri-
cally .and judgmentally, and-at the item and scale levels. °
The results of’sthe judgmental and item analyses have been
presented in a preceding section of* the report. This section-
discusses the result of the analysis of scale properties.

' ‘Each of the four test scales. used in thls study was
submitted to an analysis of its psychometric properties. The

- ' analysis was performed using the SPSS software routine en-
‘titled "Reliability.” This procedure provides a thorough’

item and scale analysis employing a variety of test score..
models. In the present case; we used a tradltlonal test

. L

¢

S '%f"ﬁg_’ffzf g « ' *




theory model with coefficient alpha as.the measure of scale
) reliability. . This coefficient is a measure of internal con~
. sistency for the items of the scale and represepts the average
" split~half reliability for all possible combina%ions of items.,
The results from these analyses -are reported in Tables 19-20.
As mentioned previously, separate analyses were conducted for
the English and Spanis verSions of the CTEBS.

An examination o€ the Level 1 results has two important
featurgs. First, the iég\lities for all four scales are
acceptably high (ranging from™.82 to .96) and are very com=-
parable for.the two versions of the test. This would seem
tofindicate that the scales are fairly homogeneous at this
level and across forms. Second, the performance on the Eng-

- 1lish version of the test is considerably lower than the Span-
ish version. This discrepancy is largest for the subtests
involving language {Vocabulary, ReadingyComprehension, and

‘ Mathematics Concepts and Applications) d smallest in the
pure non-wverbal subtests, that is, Mathehatics Computation.

- Since comparable groups of students received the two forms
of the test, this finding indicates a clear difficulty dif-
ference in'the two forms. w y

The Level 3 results are substantially the same as those
of Level 1. Again, the English version is considerably more
difficult for the students. - However, the reliabilities for
the Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension subtests on the
English form are considerably lower than those on the Spanish
form. The Reading Comprehension reliability of .55 is very
low. This may mean that this subtest is not factorially pure
and that more than a single ability is being measured here. -»
Further, this lack of reliabilisy will probably make it more

Loy difficult to find treatment effects at this level.- I : \\\
N . K ' - .
Overall,'these € striking in the difference A
i Y.levels of .the two test versions. . This is

.particularly true since the tests are direbt translations
and the students are of coriparable ability.

. Analysis of Variance Results: Level 1

The results of the analysis for Level 1 of the CTBS are
presented in Table 21 for reading and Table 22 .for mathema-
~“tics. Examination of these results shows the presence of
several statistically significant sources of variance. - In
the case of reading, and its component subtests, there was a
very strong effect (p< .001) present for the test language.
In addition, the method of test administration also was
~statistically significant (p< .0l1) both univariately and
multivariately. Finally, the interaction of. test language
~and test administration was also statistically Significant
(p<.035). Examination of\the cell ‘means contained in ‘Table

I}
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_TABLE 19: Scale Reliabilities, Averages
N and Dispersions for All Students*

/ o -
- - { N -
o Level 1 .\ Level 3
" English . Spanish " English Spanish
~ Vocabulary . X 14.23 23.15 14.42 23.80 .
(40 .items) SD. 6.84 , 6.21 5.70 - 8.00
. T .84 .82 .75 .89 °
Reading * ' X 17.15 24.28 16.84 23.40
Comprehension -SD. 8.61 9.81 4.50 8.4
e (45 items) o . .88 .91 .55 - .89
, Math X 31.31 37.75 22,87 25.30
Computations -SD 9.84 . 11.45 " 10.68 9.99
. (48 "items) = .93 .96 .93 .92
Math Concepts X 22.50 29.50 18.4 740~ i

(50 items) SD 8.84 |_.10.82—110.13 9.68

% - X | 8| .93 .o% .90

: *Treats omits as incorrect . N
- * m ~ ’ - -
. . ° ’
. . -
d ' ’
- o, ' © pag oo ‘
) - v 0.38- 7:)0.‘
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¥ TaBLE 20:

Scale Reliabilities, Averages and Dispersion

*for Students Who Completed Each Scale Item

Level 1 . Level 3
i English Spanish E;xglish Spanish ’
Vocabulary X 16.59 24.23 15.27 24.50
(40 items) _ SD 6.57 5,22 - 5.69 8.11 _
X .82 .75 -/} .90
Reading X 21.37 31.56 18.96 27.14
Comprehension SD 8.08 6.99 4,53 8.84
(45 items) < .84 .81 .50 .89
‘ A
Y, o ’ "
Math X 37.32 41.00 25.90 56"
* Computations N 7.25 5.23 292 9.34
(48 items) oK /_,_3_8.__—\—-"’"7"8’3’/ .89 .90
Math Concepts X 27.67 33,12 26.00 25.88
(50 items SD |a 6.97 8.15 7.90 9.71
' x .80 F-87, .82 .87
r
4 “ .
- 2 A
; ) »
- ’ \
k%3 T~
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TABLE 21: ANOVA for Level One CTBS
-Reading Vocabulary Subtest e

e

~

Source DF ss F Pr » F o
! Testwiseness - o 1 10.83 0.31, 0.5820 -
Language S ‘_g!_; . 1 1324.35 '37.35\ "0.0001
TW* Language A 1 159.18 » 4.49 0.0371_
Administration ' ’ 1 201.18 5.67 -  0.0195
. TW* Administratiod 0 0.00 a——— - :
Language* Administration 1 "287.72 8.11 0.0056
TW* Language* Administration 0 0.00 —— ——— .

-2

S ~

- -

- 3 - R »
( ANOVA for Level® One CTBS. Reading Comprehension Subtest i . .
Source DF ss F Pr > F
Testwiseness 1 223,53 3.47 Q.0660 .
. Language gt 874.15 13,58 . 0.0004,
~  TW* lLanguage 1 -135.25 2,10  0.1510 "
Administration . 1 v1128.72 17.54 0.0001
) . TW* Administration 0 0.00 ———— e .
Language*- Administration 1 335.38 . 5.21 0.0250
— —--.. .TW* Language* Administration o, - 0.00 —— L-;--—- ;
T ‘
. -\
& ;
4
- . » .
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TABLE 22: ANOVA for ‘Level One CTBS
Mathematics Computation Subtest .

v

s

- Source ‘ ‘ . ss . Pr>F

Testwiseness ~ . . { " 548.12 0.0148
- Language N : 170,23 0.1691
TW* Language | - . : 37.45 T oo0.s171
. Administration . 237.79 0.1040
TW* Administration - - 0.00 ——————
‘Language* Administration 7 412.33 0.0338 .
.;*.Tw*.Language* Administration 0.00

»

ANOVA for Level One CTBS Mathematics Concepts and Applicatibns Subtest

.

Source C SS F ) Pr» F

°

Testwiseness B 1o 46979~ 0.49 - 0.4878
Language - _ 679.77 8.10 0.0056
W Language 5.05 '+ . 0,06 0.8060
Administration - o \ 152.18 °  1.81._ . 0.18l9
. ™W* Admigistration - .. 0.00 ———— —————
B rcministratioh - . 35,09 . 0.42 0.5197

v

e* Administration ) 0 0.00. .
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24, clearly shows higheralevels of performance for students
who received the Spanish version df the CTBS and who were s
administered the test orally:. No statistically significant
effects associated with the testwiseness training were iden- °
tified Rere, though the multlvarlate and univariate results

. for readlng comprehensmon were in aﬁ9051t1ve direction.

The results for mathematics were similar but npt quite
as dramatic as those for reading. Again, test language and
the language- by ‘administration’ interaction term were statis-
tically significant at the multivariate,level. However,
examination of the univaridte results shows the language
effects to be confined to the Mathematics Concepts a Ap-
plication subtest, ‘while the interaction term is significant
only for the Mathematics Computation subtest. Of interest
here, is the presence of a statistically significant  (p < ..
.05) effect associated with testwiseness training. This re-
sult obtained both at the multivariate level and at the uni-
variate level. Examination of the cell means in Tables 23-24
shows that students who received testwiseness training tended
to perform somewhat higher on the Mathematics Computation
subtest.

H

Overall, these results suggest the presertce of a strong
test language and test administration facter, particularly
in the verbal areas. Additionally, there was some indication
that testwiseness was influencing performange, though its
strength was considerably less than that of the other factors.

Analysms of Varlance Results: Level 3
The results of the- Level 3 analysls are presented in
Table 25 for the Reading subtest and in Table 26 for the
mathematics subtest. Examination of these tables shows- that
the Level 3 results were statlstlcally non-significant for
. the most part. The only significant effect was that of test
language for the readlng (multivariate). and its~ component
subtests. No other main effects or ‘interactions were sta-
tistically significant. The results of the mathematics sub-
. tests produced no statistically significant results. Overall,
then, the Level 3 results were confined to a statistically
‘v significant test language effect for the reading subtests.
These results correspond to that found at Level 1, though
other factors were also statlstlcally significant at that
lower level: ‘.
A general note of caution concerning these results for °
& both test levels needs to be made. Specifically, the rela-
“ tively small sample size.. and the low kest performance
(often approaching the chance level) probably makes these
findings unstable, Thus they should be viewed as suggestlve
rather than deflnltlve. . -

4 3
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TABLE 23: .Means for Level One CTBS

Tested by Main Effeets ANOVA

4o

I | “' =
)
. > o
Reading -Reading Math Math
Variable ' Condition Vocabulary ~ Comp. Comp. Concepts
No 17.82 20.64 40.59 28.05 .
™ (N=22)
Training Yes 19.64 21.47 . 36.39 “26.93
(N=66) .
y
. Spanish 22,67 " 24,06 38.55 28.90 °
Language (N=51) ‘ )
.of Test English 14,38 17.41 - 35.92 22,97
(N=37) ~
. Oral 20,97 25.21 38.88 28.24
Admin. (N=33) : .
Mode Standard 18.11° 18.89 " 36.58 25.31
(N=55) - ¥
)
. .J [} -
7 )
\
.




TABLE 24: Means for Level One CTBS
Te§ted by Three-Way ANOVA’

»

Admin:
Mode

Reading ﬁeading

Voc. Comp.

-
3

Math

Comp.
R Y

Math

Concepts

.

Oral -
(N-20)

Standard’
(N=20)

LOral -
(N=13)- -

-Stanaard-

(N=13)

Oral

(§=0) .

Standard
(N=11)

Oral’

(N=0)
Standard
(N=11)

26.20

22.35

o

23.69
]

10.62

9

@

20,91 23.27

18.00

.

42.25

33.25

»

- 33,69

8

34.92

39.73

3145

26.85

a’
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o . TABLE 25: ANOVA for Lével Three CTBS
’ : Lo . Reading Vocabulary Subtest ) .
. N .- / . 3
.0 % o‘ ‘: A ' /,\:" -
- T ... . l‘- e, J . R v
‘-.\7&
CA - — N v
AN " . Souzrge oo DF ss F Pr 2.F,
«l Testwiseness . - 1 ~0.12 0.00 0.9618
' . ‘Language T 1 1561.68 = -29,04 0.0001
Y TW* Language . ! 1 150.63 0.94 - 0.3355
.+ Administratién ‘ 1 v 6.56 . 0,12 - 0.7280
‘ TW* Administration _ 1 .3.36 0.06 0.8034,
) , Language* Administration R 61.18 1.14 0.2901
* TW*.Language* Administration | 1 86.10 ' 1.60 0.2103
. ' N b
. B *
ANOVA for Level Three CTBS Reading Compfehension Subtest , _
! source . v DF 8s- F 2z > F
Testwiseness -on . 1 3.46 0,06  0.7998
/  Language : 1 586.62 * 11,00 0.0015
TW* Language . 1 0,05 = .0.0Q- 0.9760
| Administration  ° Ry 1 f4.84 1.97 0.1656°
. . 51" [ . , o - K
) TW* Administratign 1 1, 10.70 0.20 0.6556 -
Lahguage* Administration- 1 3.86 0.07  0.7886
o TW* .]I.angu_age’ir Administration 1 79.%4 1:49. ) 0,.'2284
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TABLE 26: ANOVA for Level Three CTBS

Mathematics Computation Subtest 'y

@

]

> - ' . | "
. |
— L ’ - i
.JSource . DF ) _SS' F | Pr 2 F.
Testwisenesé . . ¢ 1 0.15 0.00 s 0.9718
.Language ~ . 1 - " 11.82 0.0 0.7532
* anguage v a1 0.32 0.00 0.9585
Administration ' 1 0.79 "0.01  0.9353
TW* Administration 1 20,95 6.18 ! 0.6757
Language’: Administfation 1 ‘8,63 0.07° 0.7882
TW# Language* Administration o1 171.43 « 1.45 0.2337
: ) s

.

‘ANOVA for Level Three-CTBS Mathematics Concepts and Applications Subtest

~ ] N\ 8 L .
\ o L |
o , \ . L
.S scurce : AN DF ss \ F Pr>. F
l -
b ¢ Testwigeness . : 1 " 7.87 0.07 07896
. Lariguage e 1 178,15 1.63 0.2086
i' 'TW* Language . ’ 1 - 73.20 0:66 0.4199
Administration } > 1 14829 1.34 0.2521
| TW* Administration . L 1 - .0.84 . 001 \ 0.9306 .
" ] Iénguage?_ﬁdmini‘strat’ion' R SN 6.18 0.06 0.8130-
. ' TW* Language* Administration Tl 258.56 : 2.36 0.1293 ,
' \ . - . .
F .: - ’ : e ' .
" € N - i-\/“’
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. - - TABLE J7: Means for Level Three CTBES |
T —— Tested by Main Effects ANOVA
.. r N C
l
’ Ve ‘ Reading Reading Math Math
- Variable Condition Vocabulary Comp. ** Comp. Concepts-
ES g"a?u N ‘ :
L . No 19.25 19.84 23.59 19.38°
Testwiseness (N=32) . . .
Trair{ing ' Yes 14.58 19,51 23.00 18.90.
N=41 t, '
U ) i . . \
\ L \
. g .
. . Spanish - 23:67, . 22,61 23.31 20,33
Language (N=36) )
N of fest: . £nglish + 1422 *16.78 23.22 17.92
¢ [
A (N=37)
. B , » '
. / oral 19.75 21.28  '23.38 20.97
Admin. (N=32) (\/
- Mode . Standard i 18,20 18.39 23.17 17.66
Tl N=41) : ’
R , . )
) . | PR . . ? ‘
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C ) /TABLE 28: . Means for Level Three CTBS
. Tested by Three-Way ANOVA "
e R
. Cell ’ Reading' Reading  Math Math °
:‘ ™ Language Admin. -+ |« Voc. Comp. Comp. Concept§ R S
Training of Test s .Mode .
’ . oral 21.45 22.27 22.64 19.27 .
N B ’ (N=11)
- Spanish ' ’
. -| standard - 24.63 23.25 - 24,25 19.88
. (N=8) : -
\
.
‘ > Oral 17.64 19.00 24.45 21.45
; “(N=11) , ‘ .
English « -
’ Standard 12.27 14.55 . 21.00 15.27%
(N=11)-* G
— Oral 25.00 . 25.83 25.00 T
: _ (Ne6) T
Spanish, ) . . . N
] ‘ ) Standard . 24,45 20.73 22,36
. - o~ (N=11) )
‘. NO / I's H F
’ , t Oral y  13.00 18.00 20.00 16.25
' o | (N=4) -
. J  Enflish R -
Standard /-“13.18 16.36 -25)36 17.64 .
(N=11) ' ’ ’
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deflnltlon.

.DIﬁpUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS ot

B N Effects vf Culture ’
¢

.o It is often clalmed that norm-referenced English lan-
guage tests like, for example, the CTBS are culturally
biased. This hypothesis is sometimes advanced to explain
the relatively lower performance of language mlnorlty stu-

. dents on’ such tests.

Whlle the clalm may be true, it is seldom accompanled
by a systematic definition of the key term "culture." Apart

. from such a deflnltlon, the claim has little eTplanatory
i

value. That is, there is nothing in the clai tself to-
help one to identify and correct specxflc offending cultural
features. Since the aim of this study is the ‘improvement of
estimates of.achievement in students with limited Ehgllsh
profrc;ency, it was incumbént on us to provide a definition
of the term "culture" that would allow us to (1) evaluate
the validity of the claim and - (éi to recommend some action
to correct it. - we turn now to the presentation of such a

. Accordlng to Goodenoughvwwcuiture“conSLSts “of the var1~
ous standards for perceiving, believing, valuing; - .and doing...

“that 'ta person] attributes to other persons as a result of
‘their actions and admonitiohs. By our definition of culture,

the standards that a 'person thus attributes to a particular
set-of  others are for him the culture of that set. (Cited

in glbzgyy>1976, p. 9).

1 with this definition, Googdenough places the locus of
culture "inside" the person.. It is important to recognize
this poznt since most popular conceptlons place the locus of
culture "outside" the person,-usually in the form.of modes
of dress, diet, customs, language, setc. The nargete of this
latter view of culture can be perceived by consi ering the
following example. Suppose an Anglo-Amerlcan should decide
to begin-to dress like a Mexican .(but what does a represen- -
tative MexXican wear?), eat what Mexicans eat (and. what does
a representative Mexican eat?), behave like- a Mexican (and
how' does a representatlve Mexican behave’), speak Spanish
(and what about Mexicans who speak Indian‘dialects, German,’

;Chlnese, etc.), etc. Would our Anglo-Amerlcan have. become’

culturally a Mexican? Clearly he.would not. Culturally,
he would be exactly what, he was before but noy he would be
masqueradlng in terms of his Mexican. stereotypes, none of
which have anything at all to do with what makes a ‘Mexican'
what he culturally is. In-faect, by our definition of cul-
ture, the térm "Mexican" has little to do with culture.
Rather, the term simply deséribes a person's nationality.

. B s 3 . \ .
\ . . . . L % .< * " J
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-72-

. ;' _ . e g

-~




"~

For, our purposes, the value of thls definition of cul- ,
ture’ lies in the assistance %t gives in identifying examples
of culture bias as well as in making distinctions between
culture bias per se and other non~cultural features of a
test which nonetheless systematically affect a student's
ability to make correct responses. By the definition we
have adopted, we shall say that an item is culturally biased
if getting the correct answer requires that the examinee be
_competent inm" a culture in which he/she is not competent “or,
‘more precisely, be able to function in terms of the standards
for perceiving, believing, valuing, and doing that deffne
the -culture. N\

\

Using this definition as our standard, we 'looked for

and found little of culture bias in-the CTBS. 1In the entire

“item analysis of Levels One and Three, only one* fteh was

found that might be said to be culturally biased. All other
cases in which the study subjects showed a strong tendency
to choose an answer other than the correct tne, factors
other than culture seem to have been involved. We therefore
find the manufacturer justified in the claim that CTBS. scores-
are affected minimally by culture bias. - —

- —_
R o -

Effeété‘of,Language_

\ -
Clearly (and not su;prisiugly); the Jahguage |of the test
was a more powerful determiner of test scorAs than was cul-

ture. The students did much better on the Spanish version
than they did onithe English version. .

'Parenthetically, the reader should note that,we treat
language albngside and 1naependent of culture, not as an ele-
ment of culture itself. This is done because -the definition
of culture that has been adopted does not permlt its inclu-
sion. The correctness of this decision can be appreciated
by considering ghe~fact that groups having widely divergent
cultures often speak the same language. While language may
be used as a medium- for communicating or revealing culture,
it cannot be identified aséa part of culture 1tself.

Returnlng now to the dlﬁcu551on of the flnd'r F
foufid that the subtests,can*be‘rankea B? difficul in terms

s \'were
the most linguistically demandlng and therefore the(most

« difficult, the Mathematics Concepts and Applications .subtest

was the next most linguistically demanding an@ therefore -the

next most difficult, and the Mathematics Computation subtest

was the least dinguistically demanding and therefore the 4
‘Ieast’ difficul In fact, with regard to the latter subtest,

~

S

¥

,?

we could distirMuish no dlffezﬁnce in the level‘of difficulty } -

versionsy We conclude,

’
)
Vv
.

" between the,Engl1sh and Spanis;
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. therefore, that for the non—Engllsh-profLC1ent student, thé”

more a subtest depends on English language proficiency, the
more difficult it becomes. . ]
& N
. As we pointed out eaglier, this. finding only states the .
obvious. 1Its 1mportancea%1es perhaps in (1) documenting the
magnitude of an effect whbse presence is known to every bi-
lingual educator and (2) 1n leading us to ask further ques- -
tions about the specific nature.of the language difficulties
that language mlnorlty students encounter when they take ’
tests like the CTBS 1n English. : .

We were led in our analysis by theoretical work done by
Cummins. In his earlier theorizing, Cummins' research led
him to distinguish between conversational skills (Basic
Interpersonal Communication skills, i.e., BICS] and and aca-

i.e., CALP). sited distinct growth—curves for each of
these two types ol language proficiencies. BICS was assumed

" demic language ii ills (COgnltlve-Academlc Language Proficiency,

- 4o develop rapidly from blrth to age five, then to level off,’ .

reaching asymptote later in life. Growth in BICS was assumed
to be a function of language acquisition (as opposed to lan-

guage learnlng)

In contrast, CALP was assumed to develop lesg rapidly
to about age fifteen, then to lével off, reaching asymptote
later in life.- Growth in CALP was assumed to be a function
2gaéearn1ng (as opposed to language acqulsltlon) (Cummins,

. *
The importance of the distinction between BICS and CALP
for this study lies in Cummins' assumptions about the rela-
tion between BICS and CALP in learners of a second language. e
BICS in a second languagg is assumed to develop first,  Stu-
dents who have good BICS deve’op;Znt are often quite ‘profi-
cient in the second language. This, however, is frequently .
misleading since full prof1C1ency means that one is profi-
cifent not only in second language BICS but also in second e
language CALP. Students who lack proficiency in CALP, even '
though they are proficient in BICS, .may yet fai?l tests like
the CTBS, which -are tests of CALP. - .
%‘lﬁe that first formulatlon, Cummins has carried his ‘
theori g further (Cummins, 198l1). 1In place of the two re-
latively discrete langyage functions (BICS and CALP), he N
posits a two dimensional surface on which the dimensions may ..
be named. "level of cognitive demand" and "level of contextual
embeddedness.” Level of cognitive demand is continuously

-

. distributed between tasks that- are cognitively undemanding at

one extreme to tasks that are oognltlvely demanding at the -
other. Level of contextual embeddedness is contlnuously dis-
tributed between tasks that are context-embedded at one ex-

treme to task® that are context-reduced at the other. The

crossing/ of these two conti uums defines four gquadrants. - '
The quadrants deflne four c; asses of communlcatlon as follows.;

’
(
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1. Quadrant A: communications that are.
cognitively undemanding.and context-
embedded . .

2. Quadrant B: communications that are
cognitively demanding and context-

— .

embedded
3. Quadrant C: communications that are
S ~ cognitively undemanding and context- .
reduced

4. Quadrant D: communications that are
cognitively demanding and context-
reduggd . T )

communications® in Quadrant A are charadéefized by the”
“fact that "participants can actively negotiate '‘meaning...
and the language is supported by a wide range of paralinguis-
tic and situational cues” on the one hand and by the fact
that "the lingistic tools have becomé largely automatized
. (mastered) and thus require little active cognitive involve-
ment for appropriate performance on the other." These kinds '
of communications‘are relatively easy. -They include much of
Cummins formerly called BICS. '

/
/

Communications in Quadrarit D are much more difficult. .
They are characterized by heavy reliance “on linguistic
cues to meaning” on tHe one hand amd by the fact that the
linguistic tools have not become automatized and thus re-
quire active cognitive involvement on the other. Character-
. istics.of communications in Quadrants B and C may be in=-

ferred-“from what has been, 8aid about Quadrants A and D.
. -y _ v

We have taken some time to describe Cummins' work be- /
cause we found it useful first in suggesting an approach to
item analysis and second in interpreting t@g reiplts.

With respect to the CTBS, it seemed useful to think, of
all-communications in the battery as falling in Quadrants C
and.D since the test format provides no-opportunity for ne-
gotiation of meaning, no .paralinguistic or situational cues’
and, consequently forces a tHtal dependence on linguistic -
cues to meanipg. For a student with limited English profi-

, ciericy sugh tasks in English must necessarily be difficult.
. . : - s \

Even so,\Cummifis' model would predict that such "tasks
would vary in difficulty as a function of the other dimension
‘Qf the model, that is, as a function of cognitive demanding-
ness. We believe that the item analysis datd. are comsistent .
with the prediction {(fhough cexrtain non-linguistic features
‘that are not a part of the ‘model.almost certainly contri-
buted to variation$§ in item difficulty). o .o

We may conclude; this pa;t.of'fhe-discussion by saying
that 'in all probabiizéy} a- major part of the difference in
difficulty. between the English gng/Spanish versions of the’

' 14 .

1 .
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- CTBS for the students in this study lay in their lesser .
. ability to handle in English the contek%t reduction that is
an integral part of the battery.

’
.

Effects of Providing Oral Assistance =

Al

.. . Some of the students in this study were given an oral
administration of the Reading Vocabulary, the Reading Com
prehension, and the Mathematics Concepts and Appllcatlons(
subtests. An analysis of the effects of this treatment re- -
vealed no main effects. However, administration procedures
did interact with test language, thus providing a signifi-
cant advantage for students who received the oral adminis-
,tration procedure in combination with th English language |
version. \This effect occurred on the Level One Reading
Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension subtests.
This interac:Eon is easily comprehensible since one

would expect tha e target population would be less profi-
cient in reading English than in reading Spanish. The -fact
that it occurred with fourth grade students but not with
sixth -and eighth grade students may indicate that among sixth
_and eighth grade students, though their overall proficiency
with context-reduced English-was poor. their reading skills -
and aural skills were abgut equal for thls kind of English
while for the fourth grade students,,thelr aural skills
were ahead of their reding skills for this kind of English.
. Thus, having items read to them orally helped them to get

jsome items right " that they would have missed otherwise.

It should be noted in paSSlng that, becauge there were
- no fourth grade students in the treatment conditions deklned
as "no testwiseness/Spanish version/ oral administration”
and "no testwiseness/English vers;on/oral administration,"
the language by administration interaction could be tested -
/ _only for students who had received teStwiseness training. 'If
‘ one so”restricted-the analysis of Level Three data in exactly
the same, way, the interaction may have been significant at
Level Three also. The reader.can satisfy himself/herself
on this by checking that portlen of Table 28 dealing with ] <
students who had -had testw1seness training. The differences .
were clearly in favor of students who had received the Eng- . |
lish vérsion” and the oral-administration. This seems to _ |
point to a n&scent p0531b111ty(that the oral admlnzstratlon
. works best for stydents recelving the English version if
- they have also had testwiseness training. The direction of
the data favor such a hypothe51s but at Level 3, the three-
i . way .interaction was\not_ 51gn1f1cant. «
L ) / :
We conclude, or the ba51s of these on51deratlons that :
those students whose English oral skills are ahead of’their o
English réadinéwskllls may get more items correct if the.

Q -
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items are read to them. Such a test naturally ceases to be
a test of reading and /becomes a test ofsability to compre-
hend orally-presented context-reduced English, This finding
might.have important implications for diagnostic procedures
in bilingual special education. The sampling limitations

in this study prevent us from being more confident on this
issue.

¢

A . Effects of Testwiseness Training

Testwiseness training did not have the power that was
anticipated. Since the training was directly relevant to
L the tasks required by the -test and since'the?examinees who .
» . . took the training appear not to have benefitted from it. we J
must assume either that all thle examinees already possessed
the relevant skills or that none of them did, If the latter
was the case’(and it appears to have been), then the test=
wiseness training procedures and materials failed to

“ , accomplish their objectives. Assuming that this is true, it
is probably correct to assume that the failure was due to
insufficient amounts of practice on the skills referenced in
the training materials. It would appear, thexefore, that ’
any re-work of those materials should incorporate more prac- \
tice exercises. Of course, it would be eyen more effective
“ "1f teachers would incorporate these types/ of tasks into \
mainstream instruction. Students would then already be well- *
prepared to do tasks of those types, thus obviating the need
fog some parts of the testwisensss training materials.
Other modifications in the testwiseness 'training mater-
ials were suggested by the item analyses These analyses
éshowed that 'the studentsSexhibited certain systematic re-
sponse tendencies that were counterproductive. It should be
/possible to take advantage of this_information, using it to -
modify the testwiseness trainigg procedure, including speci-
fic instructional sequences designed to eliminate these: >
—tendencies and to replace them with more productive ones. ]
If this were done, there is a high probability that testwise-
ness training would result in significant differencese«in,
favor of students receiving such training.

.

e ~-

.

L]

Effects of Using a Translated Test T

” -

v .
The CTBS Bspanol is a translatian of the CTBS, Form § ~
in/English. The translation was done by educators from, the
Norwalk-La Mirada (California)'Unified Schodl District{ Fox
the manufacturer, the translation’ was a fortuitous g;it since
the nature of dge mérket would probably have discouraged the

\ manufacturer from 4roducing'such a test on its own.f'For'thq

N ' [
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field of bilingual education, it was edqually fortuitous since

it has permitted bilingual program personnel to document

;earning that might otherwise have gone undocumented.
Nevertheléss, the creation of a Spanish language achieve-

ment test by translation brought certain difficulties with

it. In defense of the translators, it must be recognized

that the items whlch might have created the most difficulty -

in translatlo%,were'nqt translated at all. They were re-

placed by new items written in.Spanish only. Thus, it is

incorrect to say that the CTBS Espanol is totally a\ trans-

lation from English.

2
.

i Having said that, certain problems remaih. The mostap
apparent problem might be called the problem of awkwardness.
The translation from English to Spanish sometimes resulted
in the use of Spanlsh expressions which are noE_gast;zg4
that 'is, expressions that would hardly,-'if ever, appear in
common written Spanish and, as a consequence, have an awk-
ward feel to them. ’ . )

A second_problem has to do with word frequency. It
was the impression of the socio-linguist who contributed to
the item analysis.that English words having a relatively:?
hlgh frequency were translated using Spanish words with a .
relatively low frequency. Since it was outside the _Scope of
this study to check relative word frequencies,, it remains as
a hypothe . 'Nevertheless, the principal investigator and
the so¢io- in ist both feel strongly that a caréful investi-
gation would Qupport the hypothesis. -If the hypothesis were
confirmed, there .would be good grqtnds for claiming that the.
Spanish version.is more difficult than the English‘version.

A third problem appeared in Level B of the test, a-
level that was not used in the conduct of this study. In
the Word Recognition I subtest, distractors were created us-
ing both meaningful words and non-sense words.‘ The Spanish
versiolh never used non-sense words. This is a8 non-parallel
feature of the two 'versions which unw1tt1ngly introduced
phonetic "traps" in the English version. For -example in,
Item D1 of the Word Recognition II subtest, we find a pic~ .
ture of a foot. The students are supposed to mark the word
which names that picture. The four OpthnS are fut, foot, -
look, and fish. The correct answer is.of courst the second
option. The he three distractors all .look reasonable as long
as we gFe thinking in terms of a student populatlon who .have
Englls as the prlmary,language. As soon, -however, as-we
come td students with a primary language of Spanish we flnd
that the first distractor may become almost 1rreszstably
attractive. —Thls_ls simply begause of the phonetic character
of the Spanlsh language and the pronunciation of the word

‘.fut-as in, for example,esﬂe word* futbol. Any Spanish speak-_

ing student who is unfamifliar with the intricacies of the
English vowel system is llkely to be 1rre51stably attracted

¢
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\ to fut and therefdre to get a wrong answer. A similar kind
A of problem is found in Item 4 of the same subtest. Here we

have a picture of a hand. The response options are handgd,®
han, have, bunt. For Engllsh speakers, the answer is cIear. -
For Spanish speakers, it is not at all clear sirce in Span=~
> -+ 1ish no word ever ends in nd. It is known from experience
™~ .tHat Spanish speakers who are pronouncing English words of
" this type almost inevitably drop the final 4. It is pro-
: bably safe to as$ume that the redson for dropping the 4 is
o ", that they simply-dc not hear it, Given this situation, the
_ - Spanish ‘speaker may be almost 1rres;stably drawn to the op-
i tion han which is .an 1ncorrect;answer. > Numerous other pro- .
blems of a_similar nature can be identified.

>

i A fourth problem has to do with the possibility that
‘ , two words that are dictionary translations of oné another, .
v say house and casa, are psychologically and semantically
distInct. Existing-studies of the. associative structurds -~ T
of such words in balanced bilinguals have’ shown that thls
is, often the case. '

vV

~ V

- -

~

- - The importvof these observations is that the CTBS,
- Form S and the -CTBS Espanol may not be parallel .at all.
» Their factor structures may be quite different.. Even so,
the CTBS Espanol represents’'a careful piece of work. In the
absence of a non-translateg Spanish language test of equal
RN qyality, the use -0f the CTBS Espanol can be highly beneficial.

° °

Effects of Uhfamiliar Item Content ,

J [ ~ ) e Al N ’ ' . -
- R Belng born and ralsed in one place automatlcally means

fxf ~ gthat one is llkely to become familia¥ with the environment .
o ‘"’assoc1ated with That.place. It also means that one is un- '
‘ likely familiar with the important features of . ;

ecome|
environmgﬁts with which one has had no previous direct ex- -
T " perience. 'If the features of the unknown environments are j
\\\ igcorporated into the content of test items, they are likely | ¢
to result in negative bias for those examinees for whom the
" item content is unfamiliar. This kind of difficulty, seems . '
to -have occurred with a few items. For example,- some stu-
dents had difficulties with items that referenced U.S. coins.
This is understandable for the‘population in- question. Such :
e, questlons clearly favor those examlnees who have handled such ,
" coins on a. regular basis. .
It is 1m90551b1e to tell from the dataAproduced by this
. sutdy the number of items over which -the’examinges stumbled
. - simply- because they had had no prior expeérience with-the
s . things referenced in the teSt items. There may have been .
_— ) manylsuch items. | \ -

Ie b !
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Effects of Prior Training -

There was a significant number of items that were
equally hard in both English and Spanish. On these same
items, English-speaking students in the norm-sample did
much better. In these cases, given that neither language v
nor culture can be invoked as an explanation for their
comparatively poor performance, one must assume that in °
their prior schooling, these students simply did n@t learn R
how to solve these kinds of problems. It is therefore in-
cumbent on teachers of these students to takeé note of the
classes of tasks which the students find hard in either
language and to provide them with specific appropriate in-
stfruction’and practice.’ | o

.2
Limitations of the Study

1y

: Y

The ‘greatest liﬁitation of \the study.lies in the sample
size, It may be that in a largetr sample study, some of the
non-significant effects would have been significant.

A second limitation seems to have beern the inadequate

numbers of practice. exercises in the testwiseness training
texials that could lead the students to the application of
those same skills in -the test-taking -situation.

.

To correct . .

this situation, it would be necessary to add moré practice
exercises and to expand accordingly the number of training ‘
sessions. . :
o L]
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The development of this training program began with a séarch
for relevant literature. This search was conducted by ‘
Beverley Greer. Items that she located were turned over

to Drs. William Doherty and Nancy Russo. They used the
literature to extract the features which previous research

had indicated should be incorporated into a training pro-
gram. Those features were used to develop.a set of specifi~
cations. These specifications were gi¥en to Dr. Lois Weinberg®
who in turn wrote this Manual and developed all the related
practice materials. The program was field tested with fourth,

sixth, and eighth grade students in La Habra Elementary School,'

District.. The field test revealed a need,/for minor mod1f1ca~
tions. Theomodlflcatlons have been made. The present
document is the result. 1It, together with-the practice
materlals were, translated into Spanish by Dr.- Rlchard Plper.
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TO THE TEACHER

1

‘?he reason for thls_program e .

-

"fraining in Testwiseness" was developed as part of a study
entitled "Improving Estimates of Achievement in Students
with'Limited English Proficiency.". The study was funded un-
der a cost-sharing grant awarded to Applied Social Research *
by the National Institute of Efucation. It was dedicated to._
finding some ways to help limited English proficient (LEP) -
* . students to earn scores that would more accurately reflect
4 their .true levels of achievement. Anyone wHo would like to
' have a copy of the study should ask for it by name. Call or .
.- mail your request to: _

@

Applied Social Reseaich

. 15219 Sunset Boulevard Suite 201
Pacific-Palisades, CA 90272 .
(213) 454-8464 - (213) 459-4264 .

A}
’
T

The goals and objectives of this prégram ‘ .

¥

Many LEP students come to this country not knowing how to tN
f take tests like the Compréhensive Tests- of Ba Skills .
. (CTBS) .+ They have not learned the strategies- that knowledge-
- ~ able students use regularly to improve their scores. This.
places the LEP students at a dlsadvantage vis a vis these
other studerits, , " .

P .
- . N
. .

- ‘The goal of the "Training in Testwiseness" program is to . d
erase this disadvantage, to teach LEP students how to solve
the kinds of problems $hat occur -on the CTBS. Consistent
"with this goal, the program is designed to help students to .
reach the following objectlves.\ )

-

3

‘ The students can delineate some reasons why
Lo people have trouble scoring well on. tests.

The students can deascribe- some major features
© - of stendardized tests. *

. , The students can mark their answer sheets (or
y tes badklets) quickly and properly. .

The students underatand the importance of pay- .

: ing attention *to/ test directions.. . N\
~ . .. - + The students understand the directions on the N
Caen * Reading Vocabula y Test.

The students will check their anSWers perlodl- . -
cally to detérmine.whether they are belng marked
.in the correct épaces. -

o . . . a
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The students will write -down the questlons (on

scratch pdﬁer) that they wan't answer quickly,

or those which could use further?consideration,
_to assure easy relocation. .

The students will go back over the answers to
:+  the problems to whlch they have some uncer-
’ talnty if time rehains.

-The students can eliminate answers known to be
wrong and guess from the remaining cholces if
- they do not know, the answer..

The Students can understand;ﬁhe dlrectlons on,
. the Reading Comprehension ,Test. . -

. The students can identify the six types of
questions-asked on the Readihg Comprehen51on
Test and the best technlque for answering

these-questions, .

The students can understand the' dlrectlons One

N - _the Spelling test. - C o ,
F=\The students can. implement, ‘the strategy for

swering Sgelling items qulcle'

for the Mathematlc

The students w111 put scratch- paper, lf used,
under or next to the problem in the booklet
and not copy the whole problem Onto the" !
scratch paper. - » v

‘Co putatlon Test

-

The students will work those: problems first
which.car be dond easily and quigkly, = ;.

The students can understand the directions,
for the Mathematics Concepts and Appllcatlons
Test. LT .

"The students’ understand. that word problems rey
qulre bareful reading -and hard words usually
can't be” skipped because.their meaning is im-
portant for .understanding the problem. .

The $tuden derstahd directions .for ‘Réfer-

‘ence Skilfs Test. Ve ) ) ,
A & o N TS
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Teaching to the test ] ' .

X %

‘A - I3 - - v
Professional ethics demand.that we not use for practite any
hy

o

of the proRlems that are found on :the CTBS. That would be *
teaching t test. One should.distinguish, however, between .
teaching the\teitnand teaching to the test. Teaching to the
test involves ferring the objective underlying a glv—§
problem, then’ construecting items for practice that have the
same form as those that occur, on the test. Use of. such’ items
teaches students how to solve problems like those. that are .
foundron the test. That is sométhing that is ethical, legal, »,
and desirable. The: practlce problems in the present prOgram
were developed consistent with that principle.

Q- - ’ ) v
l;zls suggested that-one go even further, presenting %he ' ’
pPActice materials in exactly ‘the same format as the format
- of the test., This might include not only the layout of the
problems .on the .page but also the layout and use of sepdrate
answer sheets. .What Oife wants to do is to reduce' to . zero

the probability that a student will be intimidated or con-

fused by the stimulus and/or response forma# of the CTBS. .

By doing this, one increases the.likelihood that the student

will be ahle to tell you what you warnted to know in tHe first
‘place, that is, whether or not s/he knows how to solve pro-

blems of pagticular types.'

-

Materials
L

The materials consist of this manual plus a full set of stu-
dent practice materials. The practice materials' are cUrrently
avallable in both English and Spanish. .

The manual has five chapters, each chapter providing content
for one or more sessions. . Each chapter begins with a list

of tfie chapter objectives. The remalnder of each chapter is
divided into sub-se iFlons, each snb-sectlon correspondlng to-
a single objectlve._ Within each" sub—sectlon, there is first
a list of the major ideas that are to be develOped in rela-
tion te the given objective. Following this list is a set of
actiyities designed to help students to accomplish the objec-
tive. Each activisty is described in sufficient .detail to
permit the teacher, regardless of his/her training in tests °
vand measurements~(or lack- thereof), to conduct the. activity
successfully. , - .. \{

a
. * e -

Plannlng . . .. - e L

€
=Y . -

°Q... Who should receive the training outlined in this manual?

.&. The training was piloted successfully ‘with fourth, sixth,
and eighth grade stuflents. Since the training given is |
.approprlate for use with CTBS Levels 1-4; the effective
operatang range is fourth grade through twelfth grade. LN

45 . N LN 13 . :-‘
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Whlle the'orlglnaI target population was Spanlsb-speaklng
'LER students, the program would be appropriate for use
.+ with any English or Spanish speaker, who needs assistance
©in learning how to deal effect;vely with the CTBS.-

L d

Q. .-When should the tralnang be glven° ‘

A. It s best to give the tralnlng such' that it is completed
only shortly before ‘the administration of: the CTBS.

Q. How should training be paced? _
A. A variety of options’ are possible runnlng from "massed"
practice to "spaced" practice. In one schdol, eighth

- grade students’ completed the entire training program in

one day (i.e., massed practice). . In another school, .
. Jfourth grade students completed the training in fqur ses-
i -sions spread over four days (i.e., spaced practice). The

. actual *pace you follow will depend on your sense of how
much sustained attention your students are capable of
giving and how much ‘practice they need. It is recommended

that, in most cases, tje training be spaced over "several '_‘

séssions on several days. . The’ 1mportant thing is that
‘the, students get’. enodgh practice to actually master the

Obj ctives.

il ( . R ) ke ‘ M 4 ' .
Providing for additional practice .

]
You may feel that some students need more practlce than is’
provided by the practlce exercises included in this program.
In such a case, the given pract1ce~§xerc1ses ‘provide a model
for the cbnstructlop of additional exercises. .

/J.




SESSION l" . . .

. Session objectives

Objective 1 .
Objective 2

Objeoctiwe 3 .

Objective 4

SESSION 2 . 3 *

Session objectives

. Objectlve 1.
Objective 2 .
Objective 3 .
Objective 4 .
L e

SESSION 3 ., .o

Session objectives

Objective 1 .

objective 2 .
SEséION/A ...

. Session objectives

Objective 1 .
Objective 2 .
Objective 3 .
. Objective 4 ,

SESSION 5. o

- session objectlves

Objectiwe 1 .
Objective 2
Objective 3
Objectlve 4
'ObJECtlve»S
'ObJECElVE 6

e & o o o
.
e o o o e >

. Objectives 5 and 6

TABLE OF CONTENTS

o.&ooo

.

e o o o o
o o o o o
e o o o o
e o o & o
e o o o o
.
o o.0" 0o o
e o o o o
o o o‘o .

e o o o o
e o o o .o
e o o o o
e o o o

o o o o o
e o o o o
e o o o o
e o o o o
e o o o o

-0 gyo o

a

[ 2 ) ‘e o o
e o o o o o

-
.

@ o o o o o o
® o o o o o o
® o o o o o o
e o o o o o o

?o * o 9 o o

~

O WENIN

" 1r3.

13
14

17

17
17
18
19
20

23

23’
23

23

24
24 -
25
25




i ot

. SESSION L, | g ,

Objectivae

The stydents can delineate some reasons why' people have ~
trouble scoring well on tests. - )
The students can descrlbe some major features of standard-

ized tests. , . . :

The students can mark their answer sheets (or test booklets)
quickly and properly. . .

The students understand the importance of paying attention

‘to test directions. . .

3

.o ‘ - . 3
4 . , . . . .
N .Session One . g

-

~ \
Objectlve' The students can delineate some reasons why
people have trouble scoring well on tests.

&

A. General Ideas R : \ -

1." Soon we will be taking a test called the Comprehensive
Tests of Basic $kills, the CTBS for short.

2. This test is given to students all over the country.

3. I am going to tell you ‘about the kinds of questlons
you will be. asked to .answer on the test. This will ,
help you understand ‘éxactly what you will have to

- - do before you take the -test. - - . S .

4. We also will spend time learning about and practicing
the kinds of skills, techniques, and tricks that will
' help you improve youriscores on the test.

5. Mahy people do not do 1 on tests, even when £hey
really know the information, becayse of a variety of
reasons. Some of these reasons-are: nervousness,
not understandlng what the dlrectlons mean, working
too sléwly, marking the,answer in the wrong place, eté.




Activities ) ;o

’l._ Ask students to ‘share Wlth the class how they feel

about taking' tests and the reason$ they feel this
way. This activity-intends to show students that
many, lf not most, people haye concerns about test-
taking.’ , >

Put a,list of reasons on the chalkboard of why many
people do not do well on tests (e.g., too nervous,
don't understand diregtions, work too slowly, etc.)w
Ask, students to supplement the llSt on the board

with their own reasons.. Discuss each- reason and

ask students to think  about which reasons may apply

to them. Tell, the students that you will be teaching.
them strategies which should help them in overcoming
many of these problems people have with taking tests. .

A

Objective: SThe students can descrlbe some major feéatures

of standardlzed tests. '

A,

[}

General Ideae . -

1. The test that you will be taking, the CTBS, 1s called
a standardlzed test.

2. A standardlzed test tests certain skllls of yours,
‘like ‘reading, spelling, and math, and your score

"' tells you how well:you can perform these skills
compared to other people in the country your same
age. ’ .

3. The CTBS, the test you will be taking, will. have
questions on.it that you are not expected to know
the answers to. You should not be bothered by the
fact that you do’ not know the answers to all the
questions on the test. - ] ,

Cd
» ©

A e t o
4, To do well on a standardized,test, you do not have
to answer all of the questions correctly.
5. What is important is that you try to do your best .
and work as quickly as_possible.:

6. Your scofe on the CTBS_ will not affect your grade-
in school but it will become a- part of your permanent
schoo] record. - .
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\tests they regularly take in class.

(c) Score does not affect | (c)

"B. Activities . ) . , : T ,

] . ) 3 S 7
This activity should help students remembeér some of. :
the features of standardized tests. Put the follow- Y

-

ing Erue-false questions on the-chalkboard.

(a) Your score on a standardized test tells you ‘how
" well you perform certain skills compared to

other students in the country. (true) .

(b) You are expected to know the answers to all the ’
questions on a standardized test.. (false) N

(c) Your score on:the CTBS w%ll not affect your '

. grade in school. (true)

(d) .In order to receive a high score on a standard-
ized test, you nust answer all the questions
correctly. (false) . \J

Have the students write the answers to these questions
on a sheet of paper. Ask for student volunteers to
tell whether ,the statements on the chalkboard are

true or false. Discuss.each answer with the class.
r ..

* It may be helpful to cohduct a discussion with the~

class differentiating standardized tests from the
The major dif-
ferences that should be emphasized,are/(#l):

Standardized tests Regular class tests '’

(a) May include material (a) Usually only includes
never taught in material taught by v
school. _ . the teacher.

(b) Score shows how well (b) Score shows only how

one performed on the
test compared to
others in the.country.

well one performed

on the test compared
to others in the class.
Score does affect
grade in scho

You are ‘expected to
know all the answers

to the questions.on
the test.

grade ip school.

(d) You are not expected (d)
to know all the an-
swers to the questions
on the test.

Tell the students to listen and read carefully because
you will be giving them a "true/false" test’ immediately
(#2) . . © , . .

[
-
.
—
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" III. Objective: . The students can mark their answer shee'ts
- qulckly and properly.. . L A
i
A.[ General Ideas )
- ?v".
Note: 'Students taking CTBS Level 1 will be marking
" their answers in the test booklet. Students
_ taking: CTBS Level 3 will be using separate
answer.sheets. The way answer, choices should
be marked is the same whether they are marked
. in the test booklet or on a separate answer
- sheet., . ¢
Most standardized tests are scored by machine. The
machine cannot tell the difference between your
'answers and stray marks.

Mark *only one ansSwer for each question.
. H
Make your marks dark and clear.
‘ . -~ -
Make one heayy dot or-line in the center of your -
answer circle, It will be easier to do this if
you use a dull pencil.

Do notNSpend'a lot of time‘blackeniné in the anser

circTe because it is importans to work fast on a -
test like this. . .
The whole answer circle does not have ‘'to be black-
-ened in for the machine that 3cores these tests to
pick it up.

Do not make marks anywhere else but in the answer
‘circle. Accidental marks may cause an answer to
be counted MIONG. 4 -

‘If you make a mistake-or want to change an answer,
erase your first arswer completely. If you leave
a little bit of pencil mark when you erase the first
answer you chose, the machine that marks your paper
‘will not be able to tell which answer you want. -
It will mark the question wrong. '

\ 4

" Aétivities .

-

1. Dr;& a sample answer set on the chalkboard 1lke the .
*following: . . .
Vlo . ¢ . . ’ :
Demonstrate to students how to fill in the answeér"
circle and how a changed answer should be completely'
erased. .

©
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’ J2. Pass out the Practice Answer Sheets (#3) to the °
. class so that.the students can practice marking the
oo arniswer choices quickly and properly. On the Answer
. Sheets, there are 10 items and 4 answer choices for
,each item. C&ll out the number of each item. and the
_ ~ number. of the answer choice-students should mark for
each item. For example, question 1, circle 3; ‘ques-- .
_ tion 2, circle 5; 'question 3, circle 4; question 4,
circle 8; question 5, circle 2; q stlon 6, circle 6;
question 7, circle D; question 8, gircle E, "question
9, circle ‘A; questiqn 10, circle G. Check “to see
that students are marking their answers¢with,guick
“pencil strokes and not sgknding time f}l;ing In the

) circle completely. ~ RN
o . 3. This activity is desigﬁed so that students can -
N -identify answer circles that are 1mgroperly mgfked
) Put the following on ‘the chalkboard ‘
~ . @ o | LT
. N C) C) () C) . ; Co.
e N OB O RN OF :
NG - O o
. Ask students to write down what the problem is w1th .
the way the above answer ‘choices have_been marked.
. Have student volunteers desctibe to the class what
) théy think the problem.is with EBe way each of the. :
i y answer choices has been marked. L .
IV. Objective: -fThe students understand 'the impqQrtance of paylng
J attention to directions. ’
A.. General Ideas - ' ) ) ) B
. l. It is extremely important to read each w)Ld in the
directions very’ carefully and listen carefully "to-
.the directions given orally by the teacher.‘ .
\ { ' '
. ,2. .The dlrectlons tell you-about the klnds of questlons _
N . you will be answering and the basis on which you ‘..
' . should ‘select your answer.
. 3. If yourdo not follow the dlrect;ons you will most )
'7 o ) 0w likely -lose many p01nts. . - ' '
- ,"; . 4. Do .not assume you know What to do witflout readlng _
, . < -the directions carefully and listening to the‘person
“ . _ giving the tedt. T . . .
.", " . ) -
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- Lo 5. If you do not understand the directions, ask the.
.o person giving the test to explain anything that is
, . unclear. - - , <.
- .o . 6. keep the directions in mind,Whiie taking the ﬁegt..
B.. Activity .. - . - Co .

« ' : ' i

This activity focuses on the importancde of following <
directions. Distribute to the class the- practice
. exercise labelled Directions (#4):¢ Tell the students
: that this exercise 1s a special set of tasks designed
to see how good they are at fol}owing direction
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to which they have same uncertainty if time remains.

" SESSION .2 ’ oo .

Objectives

w-—‘ r.‘

. “The students understand‘the directions on the Readlng

Vbcabulary Test. o e e r‘
The students will check thelr answers perlodlcally to deter-,
mine whether they ‘are belng marked in the correct spaces.

- ‘e - - -

The students will write ‘down the questions (on scratch
paper) that they can't answer quickly, or those which could

)

use further consxderatlon, to assure easy relocatlon.

The students will go back over the' answers to the problems

? <

The students can eliminate a%)wers'known'tc be wrong and
c

guess _from the remaining chofces if they do not know the
answer. . Tl

» ¢ g

9,
Session Two : R ,

‘Objective: -The students understand the directions on the

Readlng Vocabulary Test

A. General Ideas

1. There are elght‘Hlfferent sectlons of the CTBS, each
Of them is called a test. e

2. We will go over the dlrectlons for each test so that
you will understand what you are supposed -to do. °
4
3. Often people takingotests will miss questions, not
- because they do not know .the answers, but because
R 'they do not understand what they are supposed. to do.

4: ™ Be on the lookout . for the important words in the- b
_ directions which tell you-the basis on which you
should answer the Juestions (e.g., Choose the word
. that means the same as'...;. Choose the best answer-...).
These are the words you have to pay attention to .and
ask the teacher for clarification if you do not
understand what, they mean.

td

'Y




5. The ﬁlrst sectlon of the CTBS is called the Readlng
s Vocabulary Test and the dlrectlons say °‘to "Choose the
;. word that ‘means the same, or about the same,.as the
R underlined word." We will discuss very spec1f1cally
what these directions mean.
B. Activities ' . ‘(., .

. -

1. Thls actxvxty helps students understand what directions
- intend when they say "Choose a word that has the same,
or about the same, meaning as another word. Put the
words "big" and "large™ on the chalkboard Téll the
students that these are words that have about the
e .same' meaning: - This means that these words can be
: Used ‘intérchangeably in sentences. Have students
‘ *  gefyerate sentences using the words "big" and "large."
Put other words on the chalkboard (e.g., fast, cold)
s and ask students to use these words in .sentences and -
s to think of other words that can bé .substituted for °
-~ them but 'where the orlglnal meaning is retained.

o . »

2. This actiVity helps students‘understandfwhat it means
- tq select the word that has the closest meaning to
the underlired word from a' group of faqur words. Put
the following example on the chalkboard: -

babies.
(a) 'xdl .

. (b) weak . S
8§ {c) helpless. ) . .
(d) cr¥ying _ ~ .

. Tell the class that although all.the answer choices
could be used before the word "babies" only one of
the choices has almost the same meaning as the word
"tiny." Ask ‘the students to select the word that

; means about the same* thlng as the word "tiny." Go

v over the correct answer with the class explaining,
‘ if necessary, why the other choices are incorrect.’
_ Another ekample tHat can be used for this exercxse is:

. : fresh strawberries-

. (a) frozen g
(b) red . : C .
(c) ripe ’ . L. . -
(d) just picked ’ R oLt
-+ & :

E)

i , .
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Objectlve‘ The students will check thelr answers perlodlcally
to determine whether they are. belng marked .in the correct )
" spaces. (Note: This objective is-only relevant when separate,
answer sheets are used.) .
WS e LT 7




.General Ideas:

1. When there are quéskions that you cannot answer

" quickly you should write down.the. number of the
question on scratch paper so that you can return
to it if you have time.

If you do skip a question and plan to return to it
later, you will have to remember to skip a space on
your answer sheet. v

Students sometimes forget to skip a space on thelr

answer sheets and consequently mark their answers

in the wrong spaces. When this bhappensg, their

. answers will be. counted as incorrect.

There are strategles to help make syre you have

marked yolr answers in the correct spaces.

(a) Check frequently that the number of the questlon
you are :marking on your answer.sheet corresponds
to the question you are answering in the test )
booklet.

(b) Some people- find it. helpful to vocallze the

-2 question number and the answer number as they
g look from the test booklet to the answer-sheet.

»

\

° -

-~

Objectives: gStudents will write-down on scratch paper the
number of those items they cannot answer quickly, or those
which could use further conslderatlon, to assure easy
~relocatlon. - *

* The students will go back over the answers to
the problems—to which they have some uncertainty 1f time
remains.

A. .General Iaeas

Vg
Standardized°tests have hard and easy questions.

Since standardlzed tests are timed, YOU~ha6v—to
work as qulckly as pOSSlbIE. "ff

If you spend too much time on a hard -question;, you
may not have time to finish the test. And, some
of the questions you did not have time to answer
may havd, been very easy. .

It i's better to answer all theée questions first that
you can answér- quickly. These are’ the question$
you know the answer to or can make a quick guess.
We will learn how to make good guesses later.

111
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When'you come to a question that you feel you cannot
answer ‘quickly, wrxite the number of that question
down on your scratch paper.

Wher” you come to the end of a section (or the end
of the test) and still have some time remaining,

you can-look at the numbers on your scratch paper

to find out which questlons you need to go back and
work on., ' . .
You can also mark down questions that you want to
spend more timé thinking about. i

I will be reminding you throughout the 'lesson to
check your, answers, particularly those you are ’

uncertain of, if 'you finish early. Lﬁf

IV. OS\ECtlve.“ The students can eliminatg answers known}to be
- wrong and guess from the remaining choices if they dé not

they do not know the correct answer.

A.

(31

anow the answer.

.The students know that they should guess when

General Ideas

On those ouestions where you don't know the correct
answer, you should guess, at an answer rather than.
leave it blank. A ) - o

Sometimes test directions will tell you not to guess
because points will be subtracted for wrong ‘answers.
We will be discussing how to make good guesges so - |,
that it is always better to guess than to leave the
question blank. . - . .

When you are not sure about the rlght ah‘wer you'will
have to guess in order to answer ‘the queﬁttqh.

The first thlng to do when guessing is to dec1de

-

whlch answers could not be right. '~ - .

" .
From -the answers that are left, guess which oneJyou
think might be ‘right and mark that answer chdice on
your answer sheet.

Mark down the number of the question you answered by
guessing .so that if you have time. at the end Jf the

- test, you can spend’ time trying to flgu;e out the

correct answbr. .. v

" ‘Do not leave any questions unanswered.

-
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2.

"

3.

e.dg., Give means the same’as

Activities ) : o

Lead the students to consider the probabllltles
associated with chance guessing.~ They should come

to understand that the chances for- guessing correctly
improve dramatically as one is able to reduce the
number, of options-among which one has to choose.

You might approach this by reminding them of the TV
game, show format where thé contestant must guess
among several doors one of which hides a prize. 1If
there”"are four doors, then the probhability of winning
the prize is 1:4 or 25%. If we have inside informa-
tion that allows us to eliminate one door; the

- probability is improved to 1:3 or 33%%. If we have
additional information that allows us to eliminate
another ‘dooxr, the probability is 1:2 or 50%.

The following activity is designed to help students
understand how to eliminate wrong answers first.

Tell students the answer choices are one, two, three,
and four and you know that two and three are not the
correct answers. Ask students which answers they
should guess between (i.e. one and four). Continue
giving students problems like these. Tell them that
“when they ‘are able to eliminate at least one answer
choice, it makes it more llkely they will choose the
correct dnswer.,

Put the following examples on the. chalkboard and ask
‘the class to try.to eliminate 1ncorre55 answer choices _
and guess at the correct answer. Have student volun-
teers tell how they can eliminate certain answer
choices even 1f they are not sure of the correct
answer,

(a) invest

(b) go

(c) contrlbute

(d): steal

,(a) came;

“tb) pig ~ v

(¢) girafe |

(d) donkey . \\ ;

e.g.y Whlch word is not iEijlcd‘correctly

Ask students to articuladfe the rules for aﬁEWering
questions on a test. s -
(i.e., 1. Answer all queStitns first that can be
answered quickly. "
. 2.. Check periodically to make sure you are
marking your-answers in the right place. -

-- 113
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v '~ 3, Write the numbers of the. questions on
N scratch paper that require more. time to CoN
. ' . answer and return to these later. ’ '
4. If you do not know an answer, guess.)
By articulating these rules, it will help students
¢ - remember them

5. Have the students do Practice Exercise #5a or #5b. |
Tell them that this is like the Readlng Vocabulary |
Test but that it is deslgned to give them practice- '
in doing some of the things you have been talkin .
about. Go over the instructions on the facing page.
Then monitor their work. : .

Make sure that: ’
a. theéy.are marking the easy items first
b. ;hey are marking their answers in the right
" places ¢
c. they are writing the numbers of amitted 1tems
. ) on scratch paper. '
once' they have finished, correct the items but no® by .
R _ ) merely giving the correct answer. Do so rather by
eliminating incorrect answers, thus illus rating the
guesslng procedures that you have been t ching.

+ 6, ,Distribute the Practice Exercises -- Readlng Vocabulary
-Test (#6a and #6b) to the students. The purpose of

this activity is twofold:+ 1) to make sure the students
understand the test directions, and 2) to make sure

the students periodically check their answers to :
determine if they are marked in the -correct spaces.

* Ask students to read the directions to themselves
- &nd look over the sample item(s). Then ask a student
volunteer to tell tHe class what the directions mean.
EmphdsiZe to the -class that the most important part -
.of the directions is the sentence that says Choose~'“
o the word that means the same, or about the same, as
' *.. -, . 'the word with the line under it."

7. Ask students to complete”the practice exercises.
* Remind students. of the following information: 1) They
. must work as.quickly as possible; 2) If there are
. items that they cannot answer quickly, they should’
,‘ : . Write their numbers dowr and do-them last, after they
o have’ completed the easier items; 3) They should check
A regularly to see whether -they are marklng their
& . answers in the correct spaces; 4) If'there is time
’ o remaining, they -should go back and. check their answerss;
and 5 If they do not know an answer, they should'guess.

As the first students complete the exerclses, let the
. ‘rest of the class know they have only a minute left.
Go over the.correct answers with the students.,

gl L. . . s - —_
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SESSION 3 . )
: ‘ Objegtives * g ° . .
. - S ) ’ i . .

The students can understanhd the d1rectlons on the Readlng

*Comprehenslon Test.

The students can identify the'six types of questions* asked

on the Readlng Comprehenslon Test and the best technique
for answering these questions.

e
“

Sessidn Three. Ny

14

Objective: The students can understand the diFections
on the Readlng Comprehenslon test.

*

AR

A. General Ideas - . - o
1. The second section-of the CTBS is called Reading
Comprehension.
2. The Reading Comprehen51on section is designed ‘to
show how well you understand what you read,.
3. You must read a short selection (e.g., a ‘story,
poem, etc.) and then -answer K questions about it.
4. oOn this test the directions say to choose the
"best" answer. The "best" answer is the one that ..
1 most hccurately desciibes what occurred in the
selection. ’ , -
B. Activities
1. Distribute an example of the type of item encoun-

¢y tered in the "Reading Comprehension". test (#7). Point
. Y to the reading selection and to the itemr based on it.
‘Tell students the following information. On the
Reading Comprehension Test, they are to chogse the"
best answer for each question. The best answer is

the one that most acciirately answers e question.
Sometimes more than one answer seems like it could

be correct, ' but iri the Reading Comprehension test,

the best answer is the one that most accurately -
represents what is contained in the readlng

", selectlon.
. /

Using the example you have distributed, demonstrate. .
. . « A .

.

115 .
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how several of the, answer ch01ces could be a .
~correct (i. €., plau51ble) answer to the questlon,

but that only one accurately represents what was

descrlbed in 'the selection.-

r

kS

‘ i

Objectlve°’ The students can ldentlﬁy the six. types of
questions asked on the Reading Comprehension Test and the
best technique for answerlng-these questions.

.

A, General Ideas v -1 °
* There are basically six different kinds of questions
that ‘are asked on the Readlng Comprehen51én Test.
&
KO }
These six different klnds of questlons ask for the
following: . .
(&) details r ’ . ’ ‘
e.g., What happened? WwWhy did ’ happen°
N : When did happen?. Who did-" ?
(B) order in which events occur g ¢
€.g., What happened first? L R
(¢) meaning of .words from context .
. e.g,, What does the word _ - in line _ mean?
" (4) using descriptive words- ‘broperly . 1
, " €.g., Which word best describes 2 ’

. (e} making- inferences : vu ‘ .

., e.9., What does - show? What is.the most
likely cause of © ? Why did probably
happen’ » I— ]
main idea or purpose * .
e.g., What is this-.story mn;nly about? What
is the best title? ‘

-\

' “Answering the dlfferent kinds of questions: on the
* Reading Comprehension Test requires the use of
different strategles. — )
- Ny %
It is generally a good .idea to first read the
selection completely- through as qulckﬂy as you can.

'The try to answer as many guestlons as you tan.
J‘ )

‘ifkyou do not know the answer to a question that
-asks about - détails or the order in which events
,occur ‘'go.back only to that part.«of ‘the story that
will help you answer the ‘question, .
. == Quickly glance through the story untz} you come .
.to the part that answers the question., _

.~— Do not read the whole story again.. _\ .
"“»=~ Do not spend time-trying to figure-out words

+ ,you do not krow unless they are 1mportant for

-

.




answering the qdestlon.
-- Detail and.odrder questions can ‘be answened even

1f you do not understand many aspects of the.

selectaon.

il
- v *

In order to answer meaning oﬁ&words from context

. gquestions), "you should locatesthe line(s) in the
seélection ypere the word is used. -

.»= Do not' read the whole stéry again. .

- Flgure out which dnswer ch01ce is closest 1n
meaning to theﬂWay the word is used in the
selection, :

All of the answer ch01ées may be correct uses
of the word, but only79ne .answer choice deplcts
d "

e

the way the word is u in the selection. .
Meaning of words from/context questions -may be
answered knowledgeably even if there are other
__aspects of the selectlon that you do not ynder-
stand. ) ‘
) e R ”"5‘_,. < .
Answering descriptive words questions réqulres
&hderstandlng how people-in the: se}ectlon feel,
how things look, etc.. and choosing the answer
choice thaﬁ‘most accurately degacts this under-
standing.
-- Descriptive words questlons requlre a careful
reading of that portion of the selection where
- the answer is described. < “w '
There is no need.\p careﬁully reread the entlre
selection, .
The corregt answer choice uses words that are
different from ‘those used .in the selectlon, but.
mean about the sarge. . -
® . - 5
Making ipferences questions requlre you to draw
conclusions based on what you read. -.
The answer will not dlrectly appear in -the
_selection,
Generally ‘you w1llqgave to have a. falrly good
understanding of the sel2ction.
The correct answer choice is the one which is
the most likely concld%ip based on ‘the relevant
information in the selec ion.
v L d . Y ¢
Main ide& or purpose questlpns requlre an under-"
standing of the point of the selection.
-— The answer will not direptly -appear in the:
* ~ selection,
-= You will need to have1
- the entire selection.
-- However, you do not need to know the meaning of
every -word.

- -

»

a good understandlng of

o -
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B.: Activitiles ‘ . ) L

- ‘e

O
%

1. Distribute Practice Exercises -- Reading Comprehens1on R
. “(#8a and #8b). Ask students to read the first selec+ ’
tion. GO over each question with them he elping the
students determine ‘what kind of informatfon ghe ques-
tion asks for and the type of strategy which should
L ® be used.. Have students determine which .answer
3 choices are correct and go over the answers with them.

- o -, 2. .students tg\h\should read the second selection and
mark the answer choices which.they believe are

. " . correct. Go over correct answers with the class.
. S
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SESSION 4 =, .

. v - _  ‘objectives

a <
.y .
{ Bvae

. l. Thesstudents can understand‘the,dlrectlons on the Spelllng
test. . . N - -

. .2
. . ; .
] . . 4,

@ 2. The students can implement the strategy for answerlng -
’Spelllng items qulckly. .

3. The students can, understand ‘the dlrectlons for the Language
Mechanics test. e .

& - A
s

4. The students can implement the strategy for answering
“* Language Mechanlcs 1tems qulckly.

‘5. The. studeé%s can understand the directions on the Language
.Expression test. %§

6. The students can 1mplement the strategles for answering
. the Language Expression items. . . - e e

1 . Session Four
. p.r

- . A o

I. Objective: The students can understand the dlrectlogs on
.the Spelling test.

.

A. General Ideas ' v

1. This is CTBS Test 3 -- Spellirg. , :

e 26 Each ltem is a. sentence with a word or words under-
s . .1lined.

¢ * . L

3. You ﬁhst decide which word, if any, ‘'is nmisspelled.

B. Activity
Distribute the Practice Exercise -- Spelllng to
\ the class. Go over the directions to this test

with the class using the sample item(s) as an’
' + example of what the directions mean.

.

g ' ) -
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II. Objecti5e1 The students can igplement the strategy for
answerlng spelling 1tems qulckly.

A, General Ideas v

s . Y ) .
~ 1. Look at the underlined woxd(s) first.

2. If-you know the word(s) is spelled incorrectly,
* blacken the correct space. There is no need to -
. "read the sentence.

3. If the word(s) looks like it- has been spelled
correctly, read the sentence to see if the- codrrect
word has been used i#H the sentence. \

e 4. The spelling erng;s in the sentences are of two

2 kinds: (a) Sometimes words that ‘'sound the same,

but are spelled differently and have different
meanings -are ‘'used instead of the correct word.
(b) Sometimes words that are phonet;cally similar
(i.e., sound the same, but are spelled differentily)
to the correct wowd afe used. These phonetlcally
similar.words actually are not words at all.

% ~ - ¢

B. . Activities ] . -

* 1. Give students practice in selecting the correctly
spelled word with pairs of phonetic equivalents.
The following®are some phonetlc .equivelents to
use for practice: after - aftre, cri - cry, o
candy - candey, snow- - snoe, coat - cote, fil - fill.
Put~these phonetic equivalents on the chalkboard
and ask students-to write down the one in each pair
which/ is spelled correctly. Ask student volunteers
to affer the correct answers.

- 1

2. Students.who are clear about the meanlngs of words
‘that sound the same but are spelled differently
(i.e., homonyms) should have an easier time with
K i . the spelling tests. Give students practice in
determining the meanings of various homonyms. The
following are some examples,K of -homonyms to use for
practice: blue - blew, there -.their, too - two,
no - know, by = buy. Put these homonyms on the
) chalkboard. Ask 'students to write a sentence
o using each word and write the meaning of each
word. Student volunteers can offer the correct
answers., - - )
3. Have students finish the Spelling Practice Exercises.
Remind them to work quicKly. They should first look

C 12¢°
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\ -
at the underlined word(s) without reading the
. sentence., If they know an underlined word is
+ . spelled incorrectly, there is no need to read the
p—" . entjre sentence. They should simply mark the cor- . ?
o - rect answef choice. If the underlined word(s) -

. seems to be spelled correctly, the ‘entire’ sentence
should be read to determine if <the" Howonym. w1th ‘the
proper -meaning- is used in the sentence.

: Tell students to remember to guess 1f they are not

.. T sure of the correct answer, - } .

4

III. Objective: The students'can understand the directions on
.the Eanguage Mechanlcs test s (

A. General Ideas: Punctuation
=g

-

i%' We wikl be going over the. dlrectlons for the CTBS
N Language‘Mechanlcs Test. .

¢ 2. There.are two sectlons to thls tesﬁ, punctuatlon
) |“ , and capltallzatlon. ) -
3

I In,the;punctuatlon section, you' are to determine
whether‘the sentence °'is punctuated'borrectly.

. 4. .If the sentence is punctuated correctly you are to -
{_ . choose the answer choite "none" (for Level 1) or
’ "best as it is" (for Level III).
~— A - )
5. If the sentence js punctuated incorrectly, choose
the answer with the punc tion that would correctly
‘punctuate the sentence. '

.

< B. ACtiViEy o, '
. Distribute the Practice Exercises -~ Language
) Mechanics to the students. After readingigr lis=’
tening to the directions on the punctuation section,
have student volunteers ‘explain how the sample item
should be answered according to the directions.
'‘After the sample item has been answered correctly,
' putsthe sample item on the éhalkboard punctuatihg
it correctly. (i.€., He plays basketball, football,
and baseball.) Ask students which’ answer choice N
they should mark if the item were written in this
‘. way. "Go over the correct answer with the class .
’ (i.e:,. for Level I "none"; for Level III "best as
£E is"). : .
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Objectivei The student can implement the strategy .for
answering Language Mechanics items quickly.

*A.

GeneraI Ideas: Punctudtion  ° ) ' ' 5 ‘

Activity

l. Do not spend time trying to' figure€out the meaning
-of every word in the sentence.

»

*2.:;Look for cues that indicate punctuation errors .

'-(i e., dates without commas, abbreViations Without
periods).

. 3. Even-if ‘there are words you do not know, it is

likely you will be able to figure out whether the
sentence is punctuated properly. °

. 4.' This same strategy will be used, on the Capitalization

‘section, only capitalization errors rather than.
punctuation errors are the focus.

2

Students should answer the punctuation items on the
Practice Exercises =-- Language Mechanics implementing
the strategy for answyering the items quickly. Go ’
over’ the correct answers. .

. ﬁGeneral Ideas: Capitalizationu

1. In the Capitalization section you-are to decide
« -where a capital letter is needed.

[

'~2/’ Each of the sentences in this sectibn is divided

into three parts.

3. Mf a word in. any part needs ‘a capital letter and
isn't capitalized,- for Level I, fill in the Snswer
space under the part where the capital is needed-

< for Level III, fill in the space on your answer
sheet that has the same numeral .as the part where
the capital is needed.

4. Remind students to use the same strategy for answer-
ing these items as,they did on thé punctuation
section. . ., o - .

Activities and Exercises R .

A

'%. Distribute the capitalization items on the Practice
Exercisés == Language Mechanics. Go. over the



. K

V & ‘VI.

A.

Objectives:
the Language Expression Test.

.
[-4

directions for this section using the sample item ,
*as an example. Have students complete exercises
reminding them to look for capitalization errors
before reading the sentence for understanding.

The studente can understand the directions for

N

‘'The students can- implement the strategies for

. answerlng the Language Expression items,

General Ideas L S

. - 1.

2.

tlon.

' * (b)

The Languagé'Expression Test shows how well you ‘use
the English language to express yourself. I8
There are six sections of the Language Expression
Test“and the dlrectlons are different for each sec-
This means you have to pay careful attention.

There are several strategies for answerlng the

various Language Expression items. ¢

(a) Some items .call for you to choose the most
grammatically correct use of the Engli§h lan-
guage. With these items, it is a good idea tog
vocaliize to ‘yourself the item,and answer choices
-80 you can try to hear the angwerpuhat sounds
correct, If you remember the relevant grammar
rule, that may help_you’ select the correct answer.
Some ltems ask you” to determine the correct mean-
ing of words in cantext or select the most.- d
‘approprlate .word to fit a sentence. These items
requlre you to understand the context in which

a ward is used. Read the passage and see what
the meaning of a specified word is in that pas-
sage. If you are to select the best word for

a sentence, read the sentence carefully to deter=
mlne which word fits the méenlng of the sehtence
most prec;sely. .
Some items require you to determine the. proper
order of sentences-as they should appear in a
paragraph. - With Level I, students are to deter-
mine which sentence should be first. With Level
III, students are to«decide the proper order

for all the seéntences. With these items, the
.meaning of each item is impoxtant for determin-
ing the proper sequentjal order. -Some words

" (e.g., Then,; But, And) .which start ‘sentences are
cues that these sentences are not the first ones
in the paragraphs. . -

(c)

-
, #
e gfx‘“%w

2
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*B. Activity

Distribute the practice exercises to the class.

over the directions and sample items for each section.
Once the students can articulate what the directions
mean ‘for a section, tell them the strategy for answer-

ing those items.
questions using the strategy.
work quickly, and guess by eliminating incorrect

l
1
Go ‘
|
|

Let students practice answering the
Remind students to

answer choices when they are not sure of the correct

answer.

R

3
;
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SESSION 5

- ' Objectives X . .

‘ 1. The students can understand the directions for the Mathematics |
Computation~Test ) . . -
2. The students will put scratch paper, if used, under or next
- to the problem in the booklet and not copy the whole problem
- onto the scratch pqper. : .

s

‘ 3. The students w1ll work those problems’first which can be done
. easily and quickly. ° -

* « . »

4, The students can understand the directions for the Mathematics
Concepts and Applioations Test .

5. The students understand that word problems require careful
. reading and hard words usually can't be .skipped because
their meaning is impfortant for understanding the problem.

* 6. The students understend directions for Reference Skills Test.

-

Séssion Five

“
-

v

0 &

t
I. Objective: The students can understand the directions on
the Mathematics Computation Test ' < (

v
4 - B
. v . . L

-A. General Ideas' 'T_ : ) : .

|

: |
" l. The dirkctioné on the Mathematics Computation Test -
are straightforward. - <

’ i = - ,‘. . . ' 2 ) {
- - 2+ There are four sections to this test: .additfbn, -
. SubtractiOn, multiplication, and division. . ’

- -

- .- 3. It is important to keep in mind the operation =

I (1. e., add, subtract, etc.) required for each sec~ -
. ) tion. Sometimes people forget' thejyf~&re working on

o ' ‘a subtraction section, for example; and start adding. - ~

) This will' lead to a wrong ‘answer. Check yourself to R
e . make sure you have'performed the proper operation. - b
3 - ‘ - : : . . , : ~ 3
. - .o ‘ . . 3
II. .Objective: . The students Wlll put Scratch paper, 1f used, :
under or next to the problem in the booklet and not copy , :
the whole problem onto themscratch paper. - g



Geheral Ideas
S - N
1. ' There are many problems 1ng§he Mathematics Computatlon
section ‘that you will not be able to figure out in
your head. For this reason, you, are allowed to use
scratch paper. - ‘ -

When you use scratch paper, do-not waste your time
copying the entire problem down.,. The way to avoid
having to copy the entire problem down is to put
the scratch paper next to or under the problem you
are working on in the test booklet._

.

III. Objective: The students will work those problems first wh1ch

)

can be done eas11y and qulckly.

.

General Ideas .
1. .The problems in _each section (i.e., addition, sub-

tragtion, etc.) of the Mathematicleomputatlon Test
seem to increase in difficulty as the sectlon pro-

gresses.

Therefore, it may be better to do those problems for

. each section first which can be done quickly and?

.easily and then go back and finish the rest. Aﬁ:J

Activities \ ,‘

1. Put the following strategy remlnder on ‘the chalkboard
Mathematics Computation
(a) Check operation.
(b) Don't copy entire problem on scratch paper.
(c) Work easy problems first.

Ask studendts to articulate what each reminder means.

- Distribute the Practice Exercises to the class. Have
students complete the exercises keeping the strategy
‘reminders- in mlnd ¢ ’
* ' . - ¥
IV. Objective: The students can dnderstand the directions on the
Mathematics.Concepts‘and Application Test. ) )

[
- 3 0 »

A. General Ideas

1. "The Mathematlcs Concepts and Application Test shows
how well you can use math words and ‘concepts and do
word problems. %

126




2. Each item asks a quest;on and you\are to sele the
ahswer choxce that correctly answers the question.

*

v. 'Objectlv‘&\nThe students can understand that the problems dn
this secti are word problems and must be read carefully.

A. General Ideas y 4:

s
4

l. Word problems must be read carefully.'
2. In thesé problems, most of the hard wordsocannot be
' skipped because they are important in determlnlng
which answer cholce is correct.
The mathematlcs in this section is usually not too
difficult, but the .mathematics vocabulary may be

problematic." . . N

If you do not understand all* the words in the ques-
tion, try to determine what the important words must
mean. Then eliminate the answer choices that seem
like they provide. the wrong answer, and choose the
ansyer choice that, seems 1like it 'is correct.
Activities T . .

o

1. Distribute the Practlce Exercmses to ‘the class.
Explain to the class that these exercises will give .
them an idea of the type of questions that will be
on the Mathematics Concepts and Application Test.
But, also explain that there will be many more
preblems than those which appear on the Practice
Exerci¥es.

Go over .the directions yith- the class using- the
sample item as an example. Have students complete .
.the exercises. Have student volunteers give the
correct answers to the problems and share with the
class how they ‘decided on their answers.,

- «
. ¢ -
~ “ .

Objective: The students can understand the .directions for-
the Reference Skills Test. *= =~ .

A. Generél Ideas S . o

1. The items in -the Reference Skills section are about |
frndlng information in the llbrary and' in books.

-]

2:“‘¥0u;£né to choose the .correct answer for each item.

-

N
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